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APPENDIX P 
COMMENTS RECEIVED ON DRAFT EIS/EIR 

 
HOW TO USE APPENDIX P, COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (EIS) AND DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT REPORT (EIR) AND APPENDIX Q, RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
 
All comments received during the official comment period are provided in this 
Appendix P.  All responses to comments are provided in Appendix Q.   
 
Within each comment letter or oral statement from the public hearing, brackets are 
used to identify the specific items commented on within each comment letter or oral 
statement.  The bracketed comments in each letter are labeled by number to 
provide an identifier for each comment.  Comments were organized into 26 topical 
categories as follows: 
 
Comment Topic Description 

1 Purpose and Need 
2 Aviation Forecast 
3 Alternatives 
4 Noise 
5 Land Use 
6 Socioeconomic 
7 Secondary 
8 Air Quality 
9 Water Quality 
10 Section 4(f) 
11 Historic 
12 Fish, Wildlife, and Plants 
13 Wetlands 
14 Floodplains 
15 Energy/Public Services 
16 Light 
17 Redwood Landfill 
18 Construction 
19 Safety 
20 Runway Performance/Wind 
21 Transportation 
22 Cumulative 
23 General 
24 Support of Project 
25 No Comment 
26 Soils 

 



GNOSS FIELD AIRPORT 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FINAL 
 

Landrum & Brown    Appendix P –Comments Received on Draft EIS/EIR 
June 2014  Page P-2 

For all comments the first digit is the Comment Topic.  The second digit behind the 
decimal is the specific comment within that topic.  Each comment submitted was 
reviewed, summarized, and identified with a Comment Topic from one of the 
categories above. 
 
For example Comment 2.1 was “The runway extension = larger/more aircraft at 
DVO.”  This issue was commented on by several individuals and organizations 
including in written comments by USEPA, Marin Audubon Society, Marin 
Conservation League, Black Point Improvement Club, Bonner, Dunadio, Gilkerson, 
Gilkerson and Nebb families, Levy, Pack, Silveira family, Weber and Ross, Weber, in 
the public hearing by Knecht for Gnoss Field Community Association, Wells, 
Gilkerskon, Pack, Bracey, Nebb, Spofford, and Capretta.  In every letter/comment 
this specific comment is identified as Comment 2.1 and is addressed in Appendix Q 
Responses to Comments in the response to Comment 2.1 
 
Comment letters and oral comments in this appendix appear in the following order: 
 
Federal agency comments 
State agency comments 
Local agency comments 
Organizations 
Individuals 
Transcript of January 10, 2012 on Public Hearing 
 
This appendix includes agency, organization and individual comments that were 
received during the public comment period on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement and the Draft Environmental Impact Report.  The public comment period 
extended from December 9, 2011 to February 6, 2012 and including a public 
hearing to receive comments on January 10, 2012.  During the public comment 
period a total of 169 separate comment letters and oral comments were received, 
but the total number of commenters was less than 169 as some commenters who 
submitted written comments also provided oral comments at the public hearing 
and/or submitted or cosigned more than one written comment letter.  Comments 
were received from Federal, State, and local agencies, organizations, and 
individuals. 
 
Readers interested in all responses to public comments can review Appendix Q 
Response to Comments in its entirety.  Readers only interested in responses to 
specific comment letters or statements can use the listing below to review the 
Appendix Q Response to Comments for responses to all comments received from a 
specific commenter in the order they were made in the commenter’s letter.   
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Name Organization (if any) Date Comment Numbers 
Kathleen Martyn Goforth U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency  
2/6/2012 3.1, 3.2, 3.7, 1.1, 3.2, 3.2, 1.3, 13.1, 13.2, 

3.2, 13.3, 13.2, 14.3, 3.2, 14.3, 19.1, 5.1, 
19.1, 5.1, 7.1, 7.1, 2.1, 7.1, 4.2, 3.4, 3.5 

Gregor Blackburn Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA) 

12/21/2011 14.1, 14.2, 14.9, 14.10, 14.11,  

Gary Arnold California Department of 
Transportation (CDOT) 

12/19/2011 21.1, 21.2, 21.3, 21.3 

Carl Wilcox California Department of Fish and 
Game 

1/9/2012 23.1, 12.1, 12.2, 12.3, 3.6, 12.4, 12.5, 5.1, 
12.7, 12.8, 12.8, 12.9, 13.5, 13.6, 13.7, 13.8, 
13.9, 13.10, 14.4, 14.5, 14.6, 14.7 

LTC Kenneth M. Koop California Air National Guard 
(CANG) 

1/12/2012 No Comments 

Mark Janofsky County of Marin (MARIN) 2/6/2012 5.1, 5.2, 5.3, 17.1, 17.2, 17.1, 17.3, 17.4, 
17.5, 5.4, 17.1, 17.4, 17.5, 17.3, 17.6, 17.7, 
17.8, 17.7, 9.2, 17.2, 17.1, 17.7, 17.1, 17.1, 
17.9, 17.6, 17.7, 17.8 

Osha R. Merserve RLI 2/6/2012 23.4, 23.8, 5.2, 5.2, 5.2, 5.9, 17.5, 17.7, 
17.7, 17.10 

Chris DeGabriele North Marin Water District (NMWD) 12/6/2011 9.1 
Elizabeth Dunn City of Novato 2/6/2012 4.3, 4.4, 6.1, 6.2, 6.3, 22.1, 19.2, 23.2 
Robert Patterson City of Petaluma 2/3/2012 4.1 
Susan Stompe Marin Conservation League (MCL) 2/6/2012 2.1, 13.2, 13.11, 14.3, 14.3, 14.8, 4.3, 4.5, 

9.3, 9.4, 13.11, 2.1, 4.2, 4.5, 10.1, 19.3 
Barbara Salzman and Phil 
Peterson 

Marin Audubon Society (MAS) 2/6/2012 23.3, 3.7, 3.6, 5.5, 2.2, 2.3, 19.2, 20.2, 2.4, 
20.6, 26.1, 4.6, 5.1, 5.6, 12.10, 10.2, 13.3, 
13.12, 12.6, 13.13, 13.11, 13.11, 13.14, 
13.15, 3.8, 2.1, 2.3, 2.5, 13.7, 5.7, 13.2, 
26.2, 26.2, 26.2, 26.2, 13.16, 12.11, 13.12, 
13.15, 13.11, 13.11, 13.17, 13.11, 13.12, 
12.12, 1311, 12.13, 13.3, 18.1, 4.7, 13.11 

Board of Directors Gnoss Field Community Association 
(GFCA) 

2/4/2012 24, 4.18, 4.18, 2.6, 2.6, 20.13, 2.1, 2.1, 
22.2, 2.1, 2.1, 2.6, 4.18, 19.4, 4.20, 4.18,  

C. Henry Barner Black Point Improvement Club 
(BPIC) 

1/4/2012 2.3, 23.5, 2.1, 23.6, 4.5 

Wright Bass Bass 1/10/2012 4.10, 20.5, 4.11, 4.12, 19.4, 16.1, 19.4 
Jacqueline A. Bonner Bonner 2/6/2012 4.5, 3.9, 3.10, 2.1, 3.2 
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Name Organization (if any) Date Comment Numbers 
David Donadio Donadio 1/10/2012 2.1, 4.8, 4.5 
Jim Duckworth Duckworth 2/3/2012 24, 19.4, 19.4, 20.4, 19.4, 4.9, 4.9, 24 
Christopher Gilkerson Gilkerson 2/6/2012 1.6, 1.4, 20.1, 3.3, 2.1, 4.14, 4.8/4.13, 

4.5/4.15, 1.6, 20.1, 1.3, 1.8, 20.8, 20.11, 
20.10, 20.9, 20.8, 20.10, 20.12, 3.9, 3.2, 3.3, 
2.1/2.2, 4.2a, 4.2, 4.14, 4.5/4.15, 4.21, 
5.1/5.6, 13.19, 3.2, 3.2, 3.12, 3.13, 14.3, 
14.3, 23.4 

Dr. Richard Levy Levy 2/6/2012 4.5, 16.2, 2.1, 1.5, 3.2, 4.13, 4.5, 3.3, 2.1, 
20.1, 22.2 

Edward A. Mainland Mainland 2/5/2012 14.3 
Rod Mehrten Mehrten 1/22/2012 24 
Steven Nebb Nebb  3.2, 20.9, 2.1, 2.1, 20.8, 1.3, 1.7, 20.9, 3.3, 

20.9, 20.10, 20.8, 20.12, 3.2, 3.5, 4.17 
Robert Pack Pack  1.3, 2.1, 19.5, 19.5, 1.3, 20.7, 19.6, 1.3, 1.4, 

3.11 
Charles Roell Roell 1/10/2012 20.4, 4.9, 19.4 
Barbara Rozen Rozen 1/7/2012 13.18, 12.4, 10.3 
Anthony and Lorraine 
Silveira 

Silveira Ranches 2/3/2012 4.16, 2.1, 5.8, 23.7 

Jeannette Weber, Duncan 
and Betsy Ross, Leslie 
Weber 

Ross/Weber 2/6/2012 2.1, 1.5, 3.2, 4.13, 4.5, 3.3, 2.1, 20.1, 22.2 

Leslie and Chris Weber Weber 2/6/2012 20.8, 3.3, 3.2, 3.3, 2.1, 2.1, 4.8, 3.10, 4.2, 
23.4, 4.2 

Joyce B. Wells Wells 1/12/2012 19.4 
Steven Knecht Gnoss Field Community Association 

(GFCA) 
1/10/2012 24, 4.18, 4.19, 22.2, 2.6, 2.7, 2.1, 19.4 

Susan Stompe Stompe 1/10/2012 20.3, 2.1, 13.20, 14.3 
Joyce Wells Wells 1/10/2012 19.4 
Jackie Bonner Bonner 1/10/2012 1.5, 4.5, 4.13, 4.8, 3.3, 2.1, 20.1, 22.3 
Christopher Gilkerson Gilkerson 1/10/2012 1.6, 1.4, 20.1, 3.2, 3.3, 2.1, 4.14, 2.1/2.2,  
Rob Pack Pack 1/10/2012 1.3, 1.4, 19.5, 2.1, 1.2 
Clarence Bracey Bracey 1/10/2012 4.8, 4.13, 5.10, 5.1, 2.1, 4.8 
Steven Nebb Nebb 1/10/2012 1.5, 20.9, 20.9, 3.3, 20.11, 20.10, 20.1, 1.3, 

1.7,2.1, 4.8 
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Name Organization (if any) Date Comment Numbers 
Bob Spofford Spofford 1/10/2012 2.1, 23.9 
Patricia Capretta Capretta 1/10/2012 2.1, 19.7, 4.5 
Dr. Richard Levy Levy 1/10/2012 4.5, 16.2 
Rich Elb Elb 1/10/2012 4.5, 19.4, 4.19 
Kirk Heiser Heiser 1/10/2012 4.22, 19.4, 4.9 
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Jilckie Bon ner 
.==t. w, I 

170 Saddle Wood Drive 
Novato, CA 94945 
February 6, 201 2 

-!' l§1l}! 
_~L"'-l O, 
~_ i.Sll 

=PH Mr, o.:.ug Pomeroy 
F~leral Aviation Administration 
San Francl..:o Airport DI<!ricI Office 
1000 Marina Boulevard, Suite 220 
Brisbane, CA 94005·1835 

Fax: (650)872'1430 

By Fox and US Mall 

,:! -, dJl ' =f~~ L... -'~ , ___ . . ~ j - (;'-1 

~.-", :.: - -.~ _._ .. ~731 __ !_2·1.t.. 
_. 1 .3·~ _ 1 

---_ .. _'-

-. ~~' I 
IlE: Cnos. Field Ai rport - I'roposed Extension o f Run way 13/31 __ 6~' __ 629 

__ li~-
Dcar Mr. Pomeroy: 

I j(Ye In Ih .. Rush Creek community, just sound ofGnon FIeld airport In Marin County. While most 

5 
of the pilots who use Gnon Field do follow Ihe Noise Abatement Guidelines. there are numerou~ 

/ r planes that fly directly over my house - especially On the weekend. Almost aj( thue over flights 
-" occur on landing. My house 15 located aoout halfway down Saddle Wood Drive, 50 I am sure the 

situation 15 far worse for those living in homt!5 doser to the airport. 

I am aware that the (uture plan forGnoss Fie ld C1l1s for a 4,400 foot runway. 1 am most assuredly 
'1 fl in favor o(lmprovlng the airport's safety by lengthening the runway; however, I also understand 
J .-' that hoth the Or.lft EIR an,1 the FAA's Advisory Cln:ular stale that a 3,500 foot runway m~ts the 

saf~ty requirements o(the currentoblectlve (I.e, very light plant!5 - 81 planes]. The 4,4-00 ft 
I).. 0 length mentioned In the Master Plan 15 specifically suitable for 10+ passenger planes· not the 
:J.I pes of planes Included In the current oblecUve. 

\ hoping to bri ng In la rger planes after the expansion. I and other reSidents of Rush Creek do not ~
Ol only doe. the Master Plan me ntion 10+ passenger planes and note poSliible~ommercial uses, 

til ere Is also a letter from Sunset Aviation submitted as Appendix 0 10 Ih~ Elll staUng tilallhey are 

~ • want large, heavy, ten I'lu~ passenger lets flying Over our homcs (which they most assuredly will) 
- albeit 3<ddentally. Assertions thaI there will NOT be larger planes using Gnos5 Field defics logic, 
Ofoourse they will! 

a
lease give your consideration to shnrtening the proposed lenglh orthe runway so tha t {here is 

1.. ~ safety for B1 planes using the alrpoot, but docsn't anow larger pla nes la take ofrand land 
:;. IInsQ{e/y. A shorter runway add resses Ihe concems afpllots o(Bltype aircraft as well as those of 

local residents_ 

Thank you (aryour consideration of this Important matter. 

A C I~~"l" ' ;-
jacqueline A. Bunn"r 
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COMMENT FORM 

PUBLIC HEARING 

Do""d .. o 

GNOSS FIELD AIRPORT - Extend Runway 13/31 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT and concurrent 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
January 10, 2012 

Welcome to the Public Hearing for the Environmental Impact Statement and concurrent 
Environmental Impact Report for GnoS! Field Airport. Public comments are en Integral part of 
the process. This cornman! form Is provided to receive yoor input arid ensure thai your 
concerns are considered. Please use this form to submit Wi1tten comments, aUachlog additional 
pages If necessary. EHhar place the form In the comment box, provided here at the rnaetlng, or 
ma~ to the address below, by February 6, 2{)1 2. 

J . I ~ \\y\l'~>; \ ~ \ ~'~'" .~~ loT' '" tt:° """<\\ ;" U5:\;';~( U<.)· ~ ~ 
~.g ""-,lUi d N \'''('''''~ !)u:.S( -c 1\:, (v/f'l:"J Gf" P ,;-;',6" p'A.' ~\f>'.,1j ';....(~}1.~l.) it') 
~ ,S 2v~." S~)~\y 'v\)~ (ik tl • V),,,,J ; + v.:\\ ...... 'Dr *"i;; v",\7 ... o(.\.\"'. 

Submll comments pos'morke(/ by Febroory 6, 2012 to: 

Mr. Doug Pomeroy 
Federal AViation Administration 
San Francisco Airport District Office 
1000 Marina Boulevard, Suite 220 
Brisbane, CA 94005-1835 
Fax: (650) 872·1430 

FROM (Plene Print): 

Name: 12,~, ~ 'D.!o, >'0 

Address: ·2,,<..> S, d)\ ( \J.u~ i) 
rJ~ ...... II) c.1\ ')1.1 ?</,. 
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'1 Fi. 

Doug Pomeroy 
Federal Aviation Administration 

I I . - • 
". ,'-

San Francisco Airport Dislfict Offioo 
1000 Marina Blvd. &lite 220 
Brisbane. CA 94005, 1B35 Re: EIS 8. EIR lor Gnoss Field· Novato, CA 

Dear Mr. Pomeroy, 

r;t;;; the owner of a smal! airplane based at Gnoss Field, I stronglv favor the 
~nwav extension. The issue is not big corporate Jels or future oommercial jet 

service. This is a red herring. 

l 'This is about safety. The safety of over 200 pilots based at Gnoss Field, and the 
safety of the pilots' families and the safety of their passengers, One oould also 
make the argument thai ~ is even about the safety of the airports' neighbofs. 

The eurrent runway length is nDt 3 problem lor only a few hoi days for a few jelS. 
There is not a single day in the year that my twin el'l9ine propeller plane can 

q ,I llieave Gness Field with a full load 01 fuel and passengers because of the short I ,11' runway length. Sirong crosswinds are also a sever problem for at least half of the 
year, which could be reduced by extending the runway. 

~ ,9 

~4 

'

q.lf a) Keep departing and arrM~ airplanes 1 ~ QO feel further awa~ from the 19 
.four 500 foot tall KeSS radIO towers, which are currently a fi lghl hazard. I l ' 

;:1 :~""~" '""'"0 '". p"h .i"",rt ope.,o" 1100 ,~, '"""',,', <h. North. 

/)..0.4' tl) Allow OIJ, small planes \0 leave with a fuU load of fuel and passengers. 61;: I 
Iq ~ c Reduce crosswind dangers_ 613 , 

• Allow pifots departing to the Sooth 10 ~y higher Bnd turn quicker before 61 ~ ! 
,I ll impacting the SOlllhern neighbors. significanlly reducing noise impacts I\l.~ I 
1· -[ for those ne'.hOOrs. I f 

~~ ~ 

U
f the Southern neighbors understood or believed this last point, they would be 

supporting the runway eKlans~n. The EISIEIR report saYl> there will be no 
addit~nal noise problems because of the n;nway extension. I believe there w ill 
be~noise. 

Gam told that o f the 9300 arrivals and departures lasl year, the airport received 
only 25 noise oomplaints. That is one quarter of one percent, a very good record 
for any airport. I hope thai the flloway extenSion wi ll have your support, 

cc Marin board of Supervisors 

Sin~~:,:;:.. • 
.--' Jim DUckworth 

1555 Indian Val!ey Road 
NOVato, CA 94947 
j ,duckworth@comcasl.net 

12) 
r,li I 

.(jl 
(,". 

iT>' 
= u'< '=- '6?' 
I YIi I r---- bm 
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C .. mm~n!. a' J a llll .,.,. 10,101 2 Hoard orSup~rv i."rs lI u .i" !: 
on Go.,., !"it ld Runway E~plln' I ... " 

(;,',lkerSD\l 

My name is Christopher Gilkc~n, and J Ih'c ~t 220 Saddle Wood Dr. in Novato. I am 
QJlC .. fthe signers ofllte Petilion &- Comment Letter. A nwnbtr orus will also be 
subminlng II more e~tcnsiv~ (cmmell' letttrby the Feb. 6 deadline. 

T would like to elaborate on • few key points in the Petition: (I) the pUrp<ISI; "rthe 
expansion and wM it will benef,t, and (2) lite onise impacl ofthc proposed runway 
e~lension. 

First, whal ill the pUroose ofslrodim!.lbc runway a full 1. 100 !'e<;t? There is only one 
ci lt<! in lhe dnU\ EIR: 10 enable COIpO"'te jels 10 takeoff with full fuel capacily on those 
few hoI day. whcn they plan to lravcl long distances.. ThaI' s it. It is nol forernergency 
pre~ness. ThaI purpose is nOI DlCntioned al al l in the draft f!IR. and really doesn't 
make sense anyway. 

It', al$O not to enhance tho: wety for the curren! ustr.I of 1I1<l airpon. 1lle widefling of the 
runw .. y "",venal years ago served that pwpose 10 compensate for the crosswinds ther<:, as 
will the proposed exlension vfthe "",way ~y areas at each end of the runway and 
eJltcnding lhe laxi area, which I suppol1. Now you ask any pllvt ' f they would like a 
longer runway, and chances are they will say ycs. h'. like asking taxpayer. iftbey would 
like 10 pay lower taxes. BUllb(: purpose has to be supported by data. 

~ 
.. en lhose VCf)' few corporalcjclll thaI call Gooss homedon'l nctd an cdcnded ",II,""IIY 

forsafety pwpose!I. Today they slmply<wuu IbIOi. fuel weiWtI on a few ptIJIiculariy hot 
days when they ore want to tn",,,1 a mw<lmum di.!an<;e, such lIS to Deo~r. There il no 
evidence at all in the draft EIR indicating how many actual takeoffs have been impao;tod 
in that 1IIIUUlC1. 

A key uruuuwcred question is: Wh9 is the 3%1 Who OWDll and uscs the dozcn or sn 
eorpvnUcjets thll, IICCOrd ing to the draft FEIR, art the 3% who wi!! be~fil from the 
runway ""ten. ion. Howdo their inhlreSI8 weigh againstlhc hundreds ofhomc owners 10 
Ihe .'IOllth ofthc ailPOrt who will be negalively lmpected by the noise created by any 
ioclUSe in over-flights? 1lleeounty _ meaning the Board ofSupervisolS _ should be 
\rIUI$J>"ICnt about the inlerests il chooses to clIampioo and why otbdtCf yet, If)' 10 
balam:e those intcn:sts. 

5.3 

Oi. J 

~
Qn.; way \(l b.,lallcc IhQ<c intC ...... b. i, hy pmoo,jnl:. ~ 8malic! n'nWl!yqlen~. ror II !J·I 
g.ncI'311~;alion airport, which Oooss Field is. the recommended length il abou13,500 
feci to Bilow .mall B-Ijds to take offwilh more fuel. The draft ElR makes . mistake ill 
n(>l considering that Pttenwive. 

A. for tile inlcreSI5 ofOIlO5!l field' . ncighboJ1 10 the .'iOIIlh oflhe airport, we accept that 
from IIme.\o_ti"", there will be occasional oV<lr-flights and _noise disturbance. 
liowcw:r. ourr<:so:arch shows thate>ctending tbe runway to 1, 100 rut will resull in a 
change in the typesa;nd size.ofjelS Ihat o;:an land at Gnoss lhal are faster, louder, and 
n<:ed a larger approach 10 land from tho: south over our homes, Although extlmCling the 
runway to lhe north may help ['l:duce ov<or-nishts from takeoff. 10 Ihe south, il would 
_ m 10 00 liole aboulover.nights from landinp from the south. 

,/.1'1 

1-'6/1. /3 

In !eMS of tlte !lOiS impact analYSis in me dran EIR. it ~s) fundamenlal flaws: 

~ It is based on *<:tchy radar dote fTom 2007, supplementod by sclf-servlna L und<x:umentoo MdiscllSSions~ wilh loea l airpol1 stllf!' and users. 

C) 11 i. premised 00 the """"ppvrled IISSwnplion that CJ<tension oflhe Nnway 1,100 
fect won'llead to 1liiy . hange in the fleet mix. lbcre is no lIIIalJ'!;is at all about 
the fleet mix 81 CJ<islingailPOrIS that have a runway between 4,000 - 4,SOO feet. 

10/1,1. 

(3) Ahhoua,h dozens of over-f1ia,ht. of jetl and prop I'llIIIe, disturbinS residential 
areas arc doc:urneJ:lted in the noi ... analysis, mllllY II above thecrit ical di~ 
!~! of65 dec:ibellevels. thq..., summarily di....,issed lIS folloW3: -rile noiS\: 
gellerated by pi lotovcr-flia,hts an: not a direcl impactofailPOrt opemtions since 
airpoft approach and departure pro\'X:(Ils ore designed to avoid aircraft over­
flights of re$id.ntial commwuties. A<Xoru ingly, noise resulting from aireraft 
over-fl ia,hls is direiltly related 10 individual pilol beiulvivr and [are oot d..e 10 the 
aIrport and] then:fore, the noise impacts ofthe pr~ project il de<:med Ie,... 
tha.n.mgnificant." [4.7-32J 

ThaI is like saying a laadllil is nOI responsible for toxie leaks because people throwaway 
things they shouldn'l. The airpol1's noise abatement proIocols are not wfon:cablc rules, 
some piluU do not follow them, larger jC18 in lhe fulure may not 00 able 10 follow them, 
and it is u"",ICllr how, exactly, the airport emptwi7.C"S them 10 eU/"l'Cflt or new users of the 
ailpOrt to avoid ovcr-nighu, I called the OD0$5 Ficid automated weatherobserv.tlon 
phone number this morning, and thc:rc is no mcntiou or reminder of the approach ..-.d 
depanure protocols to aV1)id distwbing the ncijlhborhoo<b. When _cali the airport to 
complain, ,,~ generally gel no response. 

I apprn:iatc Ihe opportunity to make lhese <;(Imments, and I bope )'Ou will <;(Insider the 
points in lhe Petition. 
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Mr. DollQ Pom.roy 
Fed,,"1 Avilllion .... dminil!l"-lion 
SaIl FlIlncisco Airport District Office 
1000 MaMa 8<>"levord. Su;,e 221J 
Brisbane. CA 9400S-18JS 

Fu!6S0-821·1430 

RE: Coo .. ~'i.ld Ai'1.o<1 ~ P",poted E1tt. • • io .. or Rua .... y UI3 I 

By Fax and USUal/ 

Dear Mr, Pomeroy: 

IiIIOQ! 

We are residents of Rush C",.k Estates,just south cf Onoss field. W~.'" subminin8 !hi l letter 10 ,"ise 
qucsliCIlIS and CO"". "" .bout lhe d,WI Envlronm. ntal ImIJllCt Stltttment &lid concu~nt En~;ronmcotal 
lmpllct Report (the "Rej>O<l$")8$ P'ep.1Ied by Landrum and Brown, Deeember10II. Thoe RepoM11ln! 
deficient in I number of eritical ~Jpt<:tl. U ou.lined below. 

" ~ Slated pbiecliw: pe the Project i" i!!09psiSlMI ..oth . I 100 foot ruowayextt!lsion "'!me 
!eDith ill nol!l!pponed by the mtionale or evidence. AtcOrdlngtotbo Rcpol1s, lhe typo of . plana 
INhable for <;nos, Field is ~ B-1 , 511\1.1\ aircraft with I m-.ximum r.i; ..... ff,..eil!ht of 12,SOO pounds, 

\) up kl49 fOOl w1n~lpa]'1, and Ipproach ~ of911o 12 1 knoa(paQe 1_10). Thcobjectj~~ofllle 
\ ' project Is 10 n\llke lite alrpoo1 compliant ( .... D-I ~'1'I"""1 under most wealhu cond!tiom.. 

Specifically, lhe Repol1l MY the purpose ;$ ''10 accommodate e~isting .. ~i.uion and 1I11$$Onlle, 
demond." (2.l) The mlioMle giYen for e!<lCJ\din8 tile IlUlWIlY is Ihal Ihe He~istinG 3.300 r.CI of 
1'\lIlway is imufficie"t IoSCCV. a~j2lilx"f lhe . irpon', tlC<!1 urtdermost <;oodiliom.H (2.4; 
emphuls lidded.) Th .. e Is no MII.I 01110 ouppcrt IhIIt otl"'nteI1l. 

~ 
only evidetlee profferc(l ;0 Appendix D is uinaie I'c!lnwy 2008 visiT to (ino$l In wlliclllho 

\ .nvironmcrual ~OIl5ulwll "spob wilh airport usns." ~ US ... arc net listed. not are !hi plana a ' they fly. 'This OI1e-time inttrvi!!w with W1!UU1\od UJilII ieadlllo a gross cuggeration: "The a, meJority Slated that durinG mltllinai .,. unfav ..... ble ...... arbor ~ondilion.t (hiGh temperalure or fog) 
most almaR must we leonsidcfllble "'eiilhl penalty w1t1r Ill<: 3.300 foot ",oway." and !hat ),300 
feel "severely limits most of the alrcraf'lln the flee!." Thi , is wholly WIdoc:um.nled. 

t"i" fael, only . dozen OI so jets e~Q .ppear to USC Onoss wilh any fi-cqIlC'll()Y. and il is onlylh03C 
1'1""". Ihat occ .. iornllly ""' ;"cc~""n;rnced by takinll-<lff wilh less thIn a f~ll Iolnk, and ""Iy in 

'l. I ""lremely hot l'o'aati1er condltiollSand only Iflhey are ~in8 to cMaln more ~tedestinations. 
, "/ A. ODe lIilolIt lhe JanUll)' 10.1012 hearing stated, tho CU1ffnt runway !englh probahly Dftly 

\ ,mpactllbolit l%of the "eeI.hoot S% ofth.tim. , and tho .. pilDl.con .imply w.il to lokeoff. 
few hourHIr!ie. or lAter on those few hot days cftbe year. (Tos~mony of Robert Pack.) This II L.!' less than "mosl oft"" ";",nll in the tl.et~ ... Ihe Repcrue1aim. 
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TIle Repons no,lcthok .. . Hempll" .ub.1.nli.'e Ihe 4,400 feel ufrun_~ lenw,h 10 ¥uppon !he 
deemed Critical Dc.ign Plone(the CCSIQa 525 or CJl +) (ApPt:tI(lix D, Pll:e 3). 1Mre are a 
number of problem. wilt. Ihi. pari "f the IIllIIlysis: 

.J ~e 1.100 fecI cXLcnsion(1O a lOla! of4,400 feoll) is Ixo!.edon an outda.ed objOl:1ivc thaI is not 
() COngruenl wilh the Reports' >Laled objecti,,,. The 100alleftil/l of 4.400 feel ariginatc.l with the 

\. D 989 Airport Moste! PI"" (pe.gc 4.16). The int""'io,, back Ihen wa. 10 aceonunod.le pi."." 
0.0• IS wjlh to .. IUs Of mole. The CJI+ .iJCllIn i. IIot in lhis e"~!lUl)'. 

a 0, \ ""nuo.lly. Mere d~""alion ""'" l..I$umpiion or this imponanl baseline faclor is wholly I 

~
) Thett I. nodoua pres.mcd 10 support 111", the CJ1+ meets the require,nenIJ of500oper.uioru! 

inadequate. fwthem!o,." tile erroneous classifieation for the Ces>n. S2SA o.nd SlSB (both B· 0.0 , 10 :I).pl"""') as B-1 plane. confuscs 1M calculations of required runWlylen(l1h (AppendiK D,!"ie 

"mince the jlCOJX>SCd .~pansion i. r«:<!iving FAA (federal) fundinw, the projoet i. ~ IC 
l>ddrcss and usc FAA Advil<JJ)' Ci"",lar I SIlJSl2S-4B (the "AC") for delenninlns the 

') 0.0\ appropriate lenglh oflhe runway; th<>re II no melllion or cons.iduation of ~I<: AC in the 
(J\ P ......... 

h 

" ~' n if there isjllSlification fordeiignin3the runway for ' :specific pIBn<, lhe Roports 
ino.:omctly Slate the runway length neq~irod for\lle CJl+ (Appendi~ V,page: 10). TM KtpOt1t 
u.e R6 dear-< Fahrenheit when they should be using 82 degrees Fahrenheit Maldn&!hil 
correction would result in • runway length that is over 200 fecI Jhtll1~r. 

) lAs SlAIM ahowe, IlIt! Ce<mll. 52SA .v.d 5lSB planes have an ARC of 8-U, JJId ill ordn' to m«! 
d. U.I U Ithe purpose of tho ptoject, should not beconside,~d in tile analysis. -o ~e ReportS' analysis of runway leni\lh odiIs ~OO feel for Ibnonnal condhlotlS; I\oIVC""r.lilI 

i. fK> objective SU»pO" for IhiJadditfonal di!;WIce and tllt! abnormal eondl~ arc 1101 defu 
(Appendix 0 , pages 10_11). Withoul the supponor definition for the condition. it Is 001 

"0 I~ J)OMible to dclcrminc the diS1WICC required or the bose len~ to lPply tho I~ju:;tmenl. Buth 
tJ\ ' he I"IbJic .,,~ decisiOfl ""'kcrs "'USI be Wi~IdI>qOi.Il! inlQnn~tion 10 0110", informed 

omntenl andJudgo>em. 

, 

O! " '6 !"t ! 1I.:t r,.\ IilOQ, 

3,~ 

s)1 Acoording 10 ,'''' AC Lbc r"H:CC$s;\<y ruh""Ky length for a B·I. SIllall aj"" .. n wilh a mllXimum 
take-<>ffwelQht 01" 12,500 pound" ,mdct hOI day conditions.t sea level shQuld be ).SOO feoll. 
Accordin!: to Ihe AC, IlOl dtr~ ctmdilio"," .",defined Il!I the :\'cr8se bigh tempmtlu,., orthe 
hottest momh oflhe year. The Rep<:trt t. ferences that 12 deg"'C!I Fahrenheit is the eotn<:l 
lempe,aturc{Appendi~ D. page9} t'orthiu irpon, not 100 des,ees Fa1u.:nhoit "" IIHd in lhe 
1989 Airpor! MMler Pl&r! (pa"" 4.1). Iflhe$t col~l<>cI .. u wnp1iOJlS are used and .he Ae i, 
,,!,plied, the overttll runWllY Icn&lh shoul<l bo: 3,m f~~1 fur 82 .Jes1'tes Fah«nbcit. 

3 ,(), 
h)(The 4,400 feet extension "",,,uid be . ppiiC>lble for 10 passcngor aireraft. HO"'tvtr, no 10 

pll.'<SU\!)er 6ircratl. _ lite objtclive. of I"" currenl projeel Fo, a amilll ai",nf\ with a 
maximum take ... ff weight of 12,500 pounds or less; not is the critH:al desi~n li"""ft de.ill"C'l 
for 10 I"'lMngers. Therefo"" "" !llemative using ashoner runway ~xtensfon shuuld h,,,. 
betn consideled alld it was oot. 

., .?l 
iJ~e Repons only address l1temativu lhat con. ider a tOla! nmwly length of 4,400 r.-et or the 

eunenl 3,]00 feet, An altcm.o li,·e of 3,m or e",," 3,600 feet $hould be <:()nsidefed In lhe 
Reports. Sec R<:tion S, b<:low, for IIddilionalcornmeotn bout the Iltlluretoeon'liclerthe 
'easonable ~ of .itemall~e$. 

\ I~'''' J,. 

2t1ailW't 10 lupoorl !WI!mplj9!!!Iw Om mix,"" YHRe would 001 d 13,,"e, Th~illal\ Repo".<lo 
not plO'Iide any Inlly,ison 110", the Oett ",ixand ~ would change as a ,.,sult of tho 1,100 foot 
""I .... ion. 1M Rep<>tU Slale thallarg", aircraft would not be attrDcte<l to the airport o.nd thercfolc 
there would be 00 change in tho fleet mix orthc mage oftheailJX,>r1 (palle 2-5). One reotwnlli'"ro 
Is the limltalUm oflhe !l1_~h of the runway pavemenL (3.1.4) Bul tho runwa~ gr.m ""';@ht 
5Irength Is raled III 26.000 pound! (1989 M ... ter Plan aI2.3), which can aecommodlllc plllIe' 
much I ..... , than tho 3-1 eategory. Atthou3h the r""l tho runwa~ is buill on compUted mud mly 
l"Cquire rna ... ft'tqucnt repairs, il does IlOl prevent IllI'l:er and heavi.,- plane. frum 1atJdJ"i' 

The law requires lItat the: :1OIIlysl, be b4s<:d on ~19, or M3.«>nllbl . BssumpliOllS predicotcd on 
fOCIs. The RIlpons contain neither on this key poinL No «!~iew W88 conc!uclcd l bo,,, the airpon 
fl",s ofth. dozen. of other l it'pf.lrt.l in North Ameri .... th.at have .. J\lDway ICfliIh of bnw-. 4,000 
- 4,4(1) Ittt. Those f..,., lKeasily asccf1l,inlbl~. Forc:u.mpic, the Billy B!~p TOfOI\to CilY 
AIrport. Canada', 14'" busies!, with a. run~y Jenilhof4,OOO teet, includes a fleet ofUcmbardier 
0400 turboprop planes owned by Porter Airlines IMI eaJ1 cany 70 paJ5<:ngCl"l. This is oot I<> 
5U'~"" thot the 0110 .. projecl will ",sulL in scl>tduled «tmmer~iaI.irli ner trof6c, buI onlylhlu a 
runway orov~r 4,000 feet will chattj/e the typcll <Uld ti7.\: of F'Al"IC\ Ihat eM land. 

If 01<: mnway i. kns!hrnrn by 1,100 feet, IlIll1e,non-B-1 airpl,,"~.(;OuM use lhe airport. The draft 
Report. provide Ittto:rll eonlinnin¥ IhollliUnenl l.nanI5~1 000" Held (Appendix D. p!lScs 2J-~) 
would purchase and operate larger je".t Onoss Field if the runway was lengthetlC.'d 104,400 feet. 
Sunsel Avlotion ",ates Ihal they would add a Bee<:hJII400 {D.I with amaximum flIk-o{f weillht 
of 16,100 Ibs.) and, Learlet (moot .re C_I up 1\1 0-1 lilJl[onn) I<> Gnt>S:i if!h~ run .... y wa. 
exhln,kd to 4,400 fut. None oflhese airctllD. meet lhe $pC:Ciflc. tiom pf the propoted projccl. All 
ofth<:m .... 11ll'3'" o.nd louck, airpl""es. In ila leslimony at the JlI1\11l1')1 to, 2012 heoring. the 
Gnoss Field Cornrntmity AMociation admitted Ih.t there would be an opponunil)' for an increase 
in tile munbcr and types of jet .. includlnlll 0 and 12 P!~II'" jC1S. (Te.limony of Steve Knech!.) 
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_)I A shorter IUUway C~lenlion """'Id me~1 the .1I00ro objett;"e ofO", projro - '0 belte. 
accommodate H-I oi'l'l:mes - and would $Ub.tantially I •• sen lhe siW'ifICa<ll en~ironmenlal 
inlj)3C13 ofllle proj"C' compAnd In Altern.,ive B. A shorte1 runway .xtellSion would reduce 
lIoi!le effedJ On ,he sUlTOIIIIding communitk. and .educe en<:roaduncn1 011 sunouodidg 
...... dond. lind wildl ife. In f~C1, Allem~li\'e a meets. dilTertnlobjecti~e: 10 IICCOlwllOdute 
plane! large. ttwt Ih<>.oo cb .... ifiod as [j.1, I, i, im~inible !ll ig,~." ailemoli"" Olllt 
btue. me.l!llhc ""ued objective. In the v~ry least a shorter NIlway utcnsion would feasibly 
a~ain lIIO$I of lhe basic obj"Ctives u(the proj<"l>t arld !hertf= ils comparative moria mUI' be 
ev.luated, The cnnclusory 'c~liM of. shorwr I\mwIY txltnsion is insupportable. 

blJ The 19891'1irpon Maslcr Plon il.elf,." amended by the 1997 update (Appendi~ K), dearly 
,tllo;:S Ilml ""nsidera,ion lhou!<i ""given IOOOMlruc!ing -'. SOO _ 1,100 fool ""Ie""ion 10 
Runway 11-31 on lhe I'I()M end.H (Resolulion No. 97-23, 01 Exhibi, A JIlIlle3.) n",.tfnm. 
NIlway e.ten~ion of only 500 ftel,.". wilhin!he range of.ltcmati..., that1hc Boord of 
Supervisors ilself ~sidered. lrutead (J/' considering • .ooner runw.y, which would Itl«I the 
• ,,"wd objective of the prQjocl, tltt Repon, conslde. leu k Uible and nllKt envimnmen,,"lly 
damafll"lI.hem~1ivq ohn cast-we.<! runway. or extending the exirti ng runway to 1M lI0II111 -
ncith.:.ofwhtclt WlIS mentioned In Ihe 1997 upd~tC tGllIe MMteT Plan, -

<'ffi: Ookh.nd Nonlt Field is not included U In """I~ Al~mative. A Ie ..... " c:omntMllet\ ... 
(Appendlx O. f1:Igc 22) indicatts that they ulilizcd the Oakland facility and therefore it is a 
likely. viable ahematlw. 

d)1 Bao;«J I»I lh. lim iMion.. ofQnoss Field being Ioc:ated in numerous Hazardous Wildlife 
Attrac:W" 0 .... ' and Biven Its 10c:lIimlat __ loWlI "" a flood rlllln lind IIj su.uptiblllty,., 
future sea-Ie''Ill rise impacts (llH below). a fUIIW3y UltllliOll project mlgltl be bette. Ie,"" RI 

'M aJtmwivelw.t;oo. '!'he Petaluma Municipal Al rpon, locattd only 10 minmC!l from OhO$S 
Field, is likely a beller ~"""iditl. for runway extension dlle to its e. i5ting condition and 
loc: .. l",,- Ils ."", ... , runway length I, 1,661 feel The Rep<>rl! did 0(1' COI'5,der extendinll Ille 
run ....... y tI,ere ,., serve lhe very ,mall pen:enl.ge of pIlIJ>es that clII«nlly UM Onoss and 
ClCQSionuUy take ufT wi,h less than. fujI ",ok due 10 the 3,300 fOOl nlnway length - the 
projecl'~ Slated objective. The pOtential ,,",wfil dcrivro from investingthc proposedllmOUlt! 
of money In the Ptlalttm. r",,1II1Y would likely be arenter Iolhe •• atoM! comOlonitylhan any 
IIS<I benefil (ocm.;dering oil the Iimltatiom and wetland Impacts) derived from the expaM'OI1 of 
Goou Fidd. A true altemacive analy,;s wo"ld consider lhi, as M option. -I'ailuu; 10 considq the impact orOloba! Wonnlng. The,Reporu ~ <leflcient for omiltingihc 

impao;:lofimpendi"l: climate disruplion on lhe JXoposed proj(ct. Sea IOWlI rise i. aJrcady 
""P""!M tn nai~ SF !lay A~a WIIttn tU 1 ... lsevcn.1 fcel;n CQflIi"ll decades. with cV(n grUItf 
risloS Ilkely If global carbon "",1$.0.1<>". &om human fK.1i~iliC$ are not .:wiled o. IfRlt ly ~uccod. 
GIW$5 Fiel!!, .Iou le,'<:I, is especially mlnerablc, and flilfherin.esrment in ouch a Iocatlon is 
"'8!11bly unwilW. AI",lIdy dooumenled sco l(vd rise cn,nribUlts to periodic flooding inlo pam of 
tile ahfleld wh~n major sturms;,lld hil!h lides coincide. 

Official PfUjccliuns by S"" fratlcisoo nay Conservation and Developmenl COWICil (SFBCOC) 
and U.s. Geological SU,"cy h."" doc""","lcd ,he exlcn! of e.p«ted SF Bay Ano! se.1 level riM 

6 

O~ o~ :~ ,~ lI ;ll r.u ",''os 

climate chDl1jc; 2009 """wi<» IlUIge !x:lween 16 and ~~ inchesu,·e. lhe expected 

MOl< """,,,1 ~lobaJ 

I conf(rence 011 climate 
rise and other imjllltts 011 die 

'''''I''''''"y IlIIIl inlensily OfSIOlms. s..~ lu,lp/lwww,JWYQrolifwrcf phl!, \~ .'1 
Sn also the .. additional ",.,eriaI. tlw ~uin: the =d to consld<;. ~'" im".." uf ..,.·1~",,1 ri,. 
in {be pl.tIDing process. bUq;l!www·sitntiJj""",c. icll!.comlaniclc.tfm'/;,j:=!!j\Il·[.ancisoo-blly_ 
mA""nN'_Kjl-!cvcl _ri.., _ooUcy; hllq;fllmk«pcr or8!b!nVbcdc-8ppro.c!Hlmeruimtnt·h.1y_ 
rlan-addrcMinK-.e.t-le,'(l-.hc_ impacts of glaboJ warming include the future noe<I !o buJld 
levees. larget dikes. and other 1IfI&i"",,,red Slnlctur .. to protect GnOQ Field. These im"...,!S are 
rClfOOllbly foreseeable ond. 1"",,,rO.e, mWit be cn..sldercd ifl !he EIRJE.lS. 

'~'eed 10 gw. i<ler Ade<tll'!!ely POW CqnmQlts. We . ubmin.d lene" to th. FAA in August 200l! 
at Ille lCOping slag ... req ... sti"i lhal OUl envin>nmenla\ ~on~cms be atldrcucd in !he d .... ft Reports . 

, 1 OUl letlerS, lionS with many other 1etter5, were included in Appendi~ B - Public Involvement 
f\ 'b • "\ section of the <lntft Report.. DUlllone of 0 .... concerns from our comment lenera to t"" 'FAA were 
(} ad~ in tile dran ReporU. We request thal.n,he commen,le"e .. submitted in 2008 be 

teviewN _rld addressed in the Reporls as requited. 

We respecUiJlly reo.llelt thaI )'Ou ~ \bII above l .. 1IeS before preparina the filllll dlJ.ft of the IlIR lEIS, 
I"fomted p~bJie comments and final dccisiolll . boul the proposed. projecl "'" nOI possible because Oflbe 
deficienci es, mluilli data.. r.od improper """Il"i, thai ......, ha~e Idcnlmed. 

If you bave arty qucstioIK aboul lhlJ I~uer. pleas<: f«! fn:g ,0 call us at 41 5-1192-3620 or 415-209-9616. 

:teVCJ1 J. t*bb 
SharorIl. Nebb 

,,. ..:J?J/IOA-L flfJiJ-

215 Saddle Wood Or. 
Novato, CA 94945 

eJvA-h- Q ~ *-= 
Chrio.topher Gil kerwn 
SusanM.thcw. 
220 Saddle Wood Dr. 
No\Ml0, CA 94945 

, 
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COMMENT FORM 
PUBLIC HEARING 

GNOSS FIELD AIRPORT - Extend Runway 13/31 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT and concurrent 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
January 10, 2012 

Welcome to the Public Hearing for the EnVIronmental Impact Statement and OOfICUffent 
Environmental Impact Reporl for Gnoss Field Alrporl_ Public comments are an Integral pari of 
the process. This C(lmment form Is provided to receive your Input and ensure thai your 
cor>eerns are C(lnsldered. Please USB this form to submit written C(lmmenls, attaching addrtional 
pages If necessary. Either place the form In the C(lmment box, proVlcled here at the meeting, or 
mail to the address below, by February 6, 2012 

~ ·fh.f§Lr ·;'·r ..- ~ ~ '''--'''- /J ~ 

E)!-g;; __ ",= J.It" ~..,." &~ .4<'& .,., 

S1f"'"a-"-7 ~C_ ~.9V~~~C/L 
.;9tl: ,.,., oJ7i4 /l~IJ;,.r~"" Q<:::":;"!::!::3c 

30-,2~ --TA6'G:=-~ ~J>s ~ 61r'~ 

-'1'D hz2a:l~Z ~ (2r.i. -:n,.J?"' U:d. t/i..~ 
iZv,£.~ vrAol M-,uQ! /X?""."JQ ~ 
.J:iW d::,J!~ r2J>r .J"5 tJ"v.", """" , 
V»..A7..- 1l1iC dPl«Aff a!) ~ .:z;w ~ 

i-
~ 1l1iC dPl«Aff ae, ~ .:z;w ~ 

Submit oomm6nls postmark$d by February 6, 201210: 

Mr. Doug Pomeroy 
Federal Aviation Administration 
San Francisco AJrport District Office 
1000 Marina Boulevard, Sui te 220 
Brisbane, CA 94005-1835 
Fax: (650) 872-1 430 

FROM (Please Print): 

Name: 5'AM'iI<t:> q=af'SMAJ 
Address: s: w./)~ ~ 

,.p,r z-.. 
<;4J ~ '* qt;,,,, 

/' 

q I >_ <{ c, L-- "?",, 
/oJD 
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Facsimile Cover Sheet 
To & . u..~ P .... '93 
~~~..:.i-t..i-... AOt: ... ..."k. • ...,;...... 

Fax Phone ~n) 17-2-1 +"'3 0 Voice PhoOO-#( 

From 'D.- ."'"'E',UW£ Levy 
Fax Phone '!i,S"). 8qq-If~-~q Voice PhOne #C41J1M'~9 

Number of Pages Including This Cover Sheet_,"_Date "l.. /t. j,"J­
If you do not receIve all pages, or need to !\ave document sent again. 
please call the number JncflCated above. 

COmments 

This transmittal is Intended tor the use of the indMdual or entity to 
Which it Is addressed and may contaIn information that is privileged, 
confidential and exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If you 
are not the intended recipient or an authorized agent thereof, then 
thIs is notice to you that dissemination, distribution or copy of this 
transmittal is strictly prohibited. If you have received this transmittal 
In error, please call sender at once and destroy an pages received. 

Thank you. 

~ 
<:I2iMI:'OI1 14:)0> 41 .... 8"·1169 

COMMENT FORM 
PUBLIC HEARING 

~<t n?'eo; 

GNOSS FIELD AIRPORT - Extend Runway 13/31 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT and concurrent 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
J anuary 10, 201 2 

Welcome to the Public Healing for fhe ErlVIrontnental Impact Statement end COIlcwrenl 
EnYironmenlllf Impnt Report for Gross F'oeId AIrport. Pubic: comment. are "" Integral part of 
the proO::CSI . This commllnl foml Is prollld..:! to re<:elve your input and onsurc that your 
concerns are considered_ Pleasa usn this form to submit written comments, allllching addltlonal 
page$ ~ neceasary_ E/Itoer ~ U.1onn in !he comment Ix»r. p!'OIoided he<e.t!he 1TlMtirQ. or 
maN to 1110 !ldtlre'5 below, by Fllbrua.y 8, 2012. 

5~~ ~-+t~,.L..~J. "A.#I~ ~ : 
£) f~...,k ~~ t l,..." ........... "-<I ~ __ 

....t- ~~S1 ?'.,ig, 7 ,..1t./UJlk CI~~;jv 
21 s...~ .... , .• ...t ... ~ V ........... +e. ~ Jb+ifi..;..........."i ~ 
'-Q~~ &~ fitA .LA..~+P.--..........L 

S;-~~ -A eu",w-~-~ P~ed-t. 
, - - --1- - <J 

fl..JA: Flo tlIa...-... .. bJ 1:... "",,ei: IZt.e<+ A".,J 
-;;7, . Loo( "i ~L3 P":lej,.''''-\JJ-___ _ 

&bmIt eomments po5tmari«ld by r.bnJary 5, 2012 to: 

Mr. Doug Pomeroy 
Federal AViaUon Admlnl8\ratlon 
San Francisco AIrport District 0fII0e 
1000 Marina Boulavard. Sulte 220 
BrI~ne, CA 94005-1835 
Fax: (650) 812-1430 

FROM (Plene Print); 

N.m" be ~"d, .. J ~ 
Address: iiC '14,,=n... D.iv't. 
II""",+., CAe q 45 
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O~'0E':eL2 U:'. . ' ~"''19-91'' 
P¥.£ UIOt. 

Comments regarding flyovers, noise and lights at Gnoss Field. 21612012 

My name is Dr. Richard Levy. We live at 2516 Laguna Vista Drive in Novato which is 
just one air mile rrom the south end of the. airport and on the highest ridge ncar the 
airport. 

We have lived in the Bahia Ridge area for 14 years and literally made hundreds of 
phone cHlls to the a irport when an airplane went over our home at a low height and WIlS 
way otT the corridor in which it was supposed to fly . These cans were mostly 
unanswered or when they were, we were told thaI the management nfthe airport would 
look into this. The flyovers continued. unabated. 

Over the years I have become an old man and ;t is tiring and burdensome to continue 
making calls that have no beneficial outcome. And yes then: are one or two pilots who 
continuously cut over our home in an effort to decrease flight lime by one to two 
minutes. I cannot see well enough to read any numbers on the planes wings to report 
some of the infractions. 

The Federal Government and the County of Marin have spent Blot of time and energy in 
trying to redesign the airport. What is missing is any enforcement of standards or 
policies to stop individuals from flying over our neighborhood. 

Volume 2 of the DEm spends a lot of explanation about Noise and how it will not affect 
surrounding neighborhoods. That may be true iCthe planes did not fly over our homes. 
The point is they do fly over our homes and there is no regulatory control or 
enforcement over them. 

~~. ur third and last point concerns airport lighting. The beacon lights from tbe airport do 
\11· shine in our bedrooms despite what has been written in your proposal al!ernative B as 

well as in allemative A. What call you do to abate this nuisance and intrusion? 

Thank you for your attention in addressing our concerns. 

(J21~1~12 1 ~ :J.l ' IS-n'l-nIi;9 
P~.r. Oollot. 

"'Iil lc:>~ • • d Co",,,, ... ! U " e. R<1:.rd in, G~_ Fitld "".-pon f',.,~ EUft';"" o(lt ....... y 
and !be \,,.,;«,., Drift EII,'lro"m<n,.t ''''" •• , RelJOf1and SUlem<"! 

SjR""I.~ f'~P' lcomlln .. d) _S;':u'.ra COII<CIC'd MIt!" Jun'Y 10, 2011 

- .~ ' / IM 
_M>.::J2J,.~ G. t... ft./ . IJ - ";I<': Cofr c4.s:l .... D VJ.. 

--- V{'· . I>N: 15"1" L"I..A,,'1.A. .-f,.... i.-e. -t." .... v,}.E.... ~v-<t..... 

~"»';,.':! .M q"".,.. ~."»,,,~ Cl<-1<i,qr" 

' ..... ...,rrl i&J {I, Cout-. ~c-i- ~-~IIJ d--- ~: -- ---_ .. , --. 
0lv._.1Ior-· c.o,. JloIo. &oCo*1 ,-- E ___ , 

-, -, -- ----- ---
QOt._.DlfOdto ,,",._u.<>*= - 1 __ 

- --~-, _ .. " ..... : -- --
(Iry._~CaM. .'II".IIo c:...tr, -- --
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1*·' 

Mr. Ooug Pomeroy 
Federal Aviation Administration 
San Francisco Airport D1slllct DWelt 
1000 Marina Boolevard, Suite 220 
Brisbane, CA 94005-1835 
Fax: 650-827-1430 

r:'I ~ , \ " ",.. Bluery 5, 2012 
'" J " ., " . 1 .11 

'J FEB - 1 2l!12 • J 
'FO-COJ 

Re: EIR: Gnoss Field Airport - Proposed ExtenSion 01 Runway 13f31. 

Dear Mr. Pomeroy: 

r;e referenced draft EIR Is deficient for omining the Impact 01 Impending climate 
disrupliol1 on !he airfield 's runways, elfpandect or not. Sea level rise Is already 
expected to raise SF Bay Area waters at least several feet In coming decades, 
with even greater rising likely if global carbon emissions from human activltles 
are not curbed or greally reduced. Gnoss Field, at or very near sea level now, is 
especially vulnerable, andlurther investment In such a location Is arguably 
unwise. Already documented sea level rise has arguably contributed to Incursion 
01 sporadic flooding Into parts 01 the alrlleld when maJor storms and high tides, 
partictJlarly king tides, coincide. 

Official projections by San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development 
Council (SFBCOC) and U.S. Geological Survey have documented the extent 01 
elfpected SF Bay Area sea level rise owing to climate change; 2009 scenarios 
range between 16 ancl55 inches over the expected lifellme of proposed Gnose 
Field Infrastructure improvements. 
1illQ:I/wWW.bcdc,Cijgoy!plannjoglctlmate dlaoge/inOOx map shlml More recent 
global projections 01 the onset 01 global warming Indicate thatlhese estimates 
are conservative and understated. The DEIA Ignores these data. Governor 
Brown's 2011 conference on climate change and adaptation explored the 
anticipate scale 01 see level rise and other impacts on the slate such as 
Increased Irequency and Intensity of storms http://www.gov.ca.gov/ecrcl.php 

Based on these projections, BeOC voled unanimously to propose a development 
ban on land within 100 leet of the coastline, giving the agency and local 
Jurisdictions a tool to deny perm~s lor development in coastal areas susceptibla 
to flooding. hUIl'1I;yww scientilicamerican COm/article c!m?jd=sao-!raocisco.bav' 
area·enacts·sea-leyel.(lse_poHcy Alslng seas could put as much as 180,000 
ecres off·llmlts by 2050, according to state projections. Whetheror not Goosa 
Field Ilea within these limits, Il ls obviously acutely susceptible to Iloodlng and sea 
level rise. SFBCDC has put Bay Area planners on notice about the need to take 
climete disruption and sea level rise into account In the plannir.g process, but the 
DEIR Ignores this cautionary notice. ~!bcdc-approvcs­
~ITl.l1ll1:lmy-plao·addressjng·sea ·level- tise 

'--

~ 
@~ 

f--+J61.9. .,---iH 
"ll. 
~t4 .. 
6 1 ~ 

- (,16 
-~Q 

(,~} 
67j 

2-'. 
.. §}5_ 
6~\. 

r-T16U 
1- 7P 

I 6~ 
I~_'im., 

"Moreover, expanding Gnoss Field's runway w~1 confirm, promote and likely 
Increase its use by commercial and corpofste Jet aircraft Such aircraft are a 
significant source of carbon emissions, atmospheric carbon and hence contribUte 
to on-going. Increasingly severe climate disruption. Fostering mora unmitigated 
development of this signilicaot and Increasing carbon source Is inoonSlstent with 
climate protection and GHG-ret!oction plans at all levels, including Marin 
COunty's own effofls 10 shrink its caroon loolprlnt. Carbon and othel' pollution 
from Increasing jet !rartie Irom expanded runways, or simply having mora 
ordinary alrera" engines polluting local airspace and residences, will materially 
~ect Novato's own climate-protection action plan for pollulion reduction. 

The DEIR shOUld be reviSed 10 Include consideration 01 these aspects of carbon­
emission-caused climate disruptiOn, present and future; the aIrport's vulnerability 
to such Impacts; and the inadvisability of funding and buIlding new infrastructure 
at this location. 

I&~ 
Edward A. Mainland 
1017 Bel Marin Keys BlVd. 
Novato, ea 94949 
415-902·6365 
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ell. 1 

Steven Nebb - Novato, CA 94945 

I ntro({~ctfon 
• I have 5 years of experience in providing consulting services to the 

DOD and FAA 
project planning and contract strategies, 
contract negotiation support and 
Analysis of highly technical engineering change orders in the 
implementation of various projects. 

• I have reviewed the two environmental reports and have concerns 
about: 

completeness of the analysis, 
_ accuracY of important calculations and lack of support typically 

provided in similar analysis 

• The issues I would like to highlight are: 
3.CA [- True alternatives not addressed (smaller expansion) 

t 
The lack of mandatory FAA procedures (AC 150/5325-48) 

,!)(J.q - Miscalcu,lations of runway length and lack of support for various 
assumptions 

t9../ c: The impact of the extension on fleet mix and usage 

Project Purpose and Needs 

l-Jehb 

.--
• According to the county Master Plan, Gnoss' airport reference code (ARC) is 

B-1 (apx. D page 3); planes that approach at 91 to 121 knots wI wingspan 
less than 49' 

_ Objective of the project is to make field compliant with 8-1 status - 12, SOD Ibs. 
_ IMPORTANT j limited to 8-1 planes lowers length, letters of users to buy bigger 

'-- planes 

• ~~fData 
_ The Cessna 01+ (525) is the critical aircraft (not supported with actual data) 

• 

(ap'. D page 3) 
Analysis typically using critical design aircraft have supporting data, if not the rely on 
FAA advisor ci rcular 
Approximately 3% or 3,000 flights out of 95,000 are weight restricted (page 2-2 of the 
EIS) 

_ Not necessarily from B-1 planes by may include larger planes 
_ Weight is an issue for the 525 at the current runway length for temperatures 

above 78 degrees - 8% of the year ~ ·4..,(i.~>e ";!',;,;'..5 ., '[ ~ L. v~.:z 
... ___ _ Impact on less than 1% of Marirl County residents «. -

= With 3,300' no weight restriction for cri tical aircraft during standard days 
(apx. D page 15); landing is not an issue either (apx. D page 11) -
_ For the 01+ during hot days planes ere restricted by about 680 nm Per Table 8 

(apx.D page 16) vs. 776 nm per flight manual; can service entire west coast 

~ Average Southwest flight apx. 640 nm , 
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Problems with EIR 
• Error in length of runway needed 
1. Statement that "based on standard FAA methodology .r. length of 

~
proXimatelY 4,000 feet" on page 10 of appendix D is incorrect. 

~O q - FAA Advisory Circular (AC) 150/5325-49 - "Runway Length Requirements for 
(JI. • Airport Design" is not even considered 
'J..."'" - AC wou ld estimate a 3,500' runway length to accommodate "100 Percent of 
'J."J Fleet" 
~ May use airplane flight manuals, but there is no requirement to go beyond 

AC (page 5 of the AC); Analysis using critical design aircraft are typically done 
for analysis involving planes greater than 60,000 Ibs. or 10 seat+ planes (B-1 
planes have less) since the Circular directs the planner to use t he family of aO .q planes represented by the graphs provided in the circu lar document 
For airport projects receiving Federal funding, the use of this AC is 

~ ~ mandatory. David L. Sennett Director, Office of Airport Safety and Standards 
')D"O 2. Use of larger (B-U) planes in the analysis; 525A and 5258 are B-II planes -

~ EIR is in error and classifies these as 8-1 
'b 3. Calculation error off by more than 200 feet since the reported figure for 

(J.D- ~ the Cessna 525 is for 86 degrees not 82 degrees; 525 - 3,786' vs. 3,990' 
\~ 4. Abnormal day which is used to argue for adding 400 more feet, is not 

'\0 definedland likelv negatively correlated with hot days) 
t7' .,;~. 2.0. /?lJt....-

'1 'l services B-1 type planes under 12,500lbs. The true alternative of a Jesser G
o remain w ithin t he objectives of the County Master Plan of a filed that 

.:;. Q\ extension was not appropriat ely addressed in t he reports "3 

Louder and Larger planes 
...-
• With 4,400' the following planes could effectively 

3.6 

1·11-

use the facility 
_ B-1; BeechJet 400A ~ ~ea";e-
_ B-II ; Cessna 525A, 525B, Citation II, Encore, XLS, V Ultra -L"'fr­

- C-I; LearJet 23, 24F, 25D, 31A, 40, 47 (.y" 'Co.,)'" 

- C-II; Sabreliner 80 (60 - C-I) 

r:-Decibels (approach) FAR 36 noise levels 
- C525 (CJ+) 82 dBA '---.." l""""- <- ~. (e. J:}buj, ... .x;(i-
- BeechJet dBA 91 dBA 

- LearJets 90-100 dBA 

- Sabreliner 95 dBA 

L-
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F.b061:!0)4:2 Ip Ro~ 1I 
CHARLES E ROEll JR 4 ' 51!062~~7 " 

COMMENT FORM 
PUBLIC HEARING 

GNOSS FIELD AIRPORT - Extend Runway 13/3 1 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT and concurrent 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
January 10, 2012 

Welcome 10 the Public Hearing IOf the Environmonlal Imp&et Statement and conclJrrenl 
Environmental Impact Report lor GrlOSS field Airport Public comments 81'& an integral part 01 
the process. This comment form ill provided to receive your Input and ensure that your 
concerns are considered. Pleaso use this torm to submit written comments. attaching addlional 
pages It n=sary. E~her place the form In the comment bo~. provided here at lile meeting. or 
mail to tho address below. b~ February 6, 2()t2. 

k &vi. 4 b'M"'(""- 1Y!l/,/d~ AVlt-+qK. ~ ~ ;1.(1 
/l4ile , e..~;,rAtd.v4 h(/V A. <lrZ# pn,,,,*/e r · . 
!JuzC@41'.J.. e ~ss:.1 t?7 &",6 i.z Vf<'" ~x: AI'::'C-;Ilf}l 

.,£... kif, h~AC.u ~ ,pk",sv.o:e. __ . 

().O 
y 11'0- .{»?&~q: tud'< ¥,{,~l ~l""..,.( "t # ... ,(111"""7' '''';''",,:5IQI'o- .{»?&~q: tud'< ¥,{,w 

""k ,6 op<...· ... nc. ..... , ,4t-tCrYfN.f r .. Is ""4-,,,",,.,,,,, r:,,4f1 c-/'h'CH"-O ~ Is ""4-,,,",,.,,,,, r:,,4f1 c-/'h'CH"_, 

4- q 

Iq·~ 

~ ..AJ~ R~.I~f M;Jfj.<! kvd~ .,t$ #lC' $ouf/K-.:I'V 

,vv"Ji/o-d of! 0'lC A-t2/l;V L ~r't:sttA<Pl"J ~SJ et&1¥'ll>'\.5 
-£ ~"".." "" . , 

&".f.t..''''InAdt 01(; @.!12.a:?k'O M!l,""e _1.:1 ~1." . t'. . ~ ...,/d,-i"""r F*&".f.t..''''InAdt 01(; @.!4.a:?k'O M!l,""e _1.:1 flrO!:"" ~ ~ 
.m~~>l."~ aI' 9'-t!:A' £"-~ .... tle 7,. 'iv"" So( *,lK.d4 1<,-) 
/3!)v+-o'''''' I, ,,0/., ~..."","" ~ ) 

., 
,xi >y '8ryu, 

Mr. 001,19 Pomeroy 
Federal Aviation Administration 
San Francisco Airport Olslrict Office 
1000 MartrJa Boulevard. Suite 220 
Brisbane, CA 94005-1835 
FaJC: {650] 872·1430 

FROM !Please Print]: 

Nama : ClvwJc'5 fed I 
Address: "S"3 C utcJ:... st 

pjlt i/~'2. /.Jt} 9<lf'I! , 
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Barb.1m Ro"<C" 
10 J. Prandi W~Y. NIOO) 
San Rafael. CA 94903 

January 7. 201l 

Doug Pomeroy 
eAA 
San FranciscoAirports DistriCl Office 
1000 '-b,;na Blvd. Suile 200 
Brisbane (;8 94005 

Dca. M"l'omeroy. 

Kote.n , 

LG/ ..wl J ,rll~ ; 

S I ""if7'7i" -.J I V-l.:Ju 

I? ' 1 Thi, is reo lilt prGpOitd expansion oflhe 0110"" field, I am C(lncw-.c:d about the: loss ofwc:!lands and 
a"" that low flyiniO planes disturb the milP1>lnry birds thaI over winter a1 (he ponds adjacent \0 1m: 

.~ airfield. 

\do. rr lhe expansion i. BpproVW can the pilots be adviSC<J 111 fly in and oul 011 a palh I1\a1 ovoids flying 
di"",tly over the pond.? We an: running Qui ofprote.:tw areas wl1ere these birds can rest all<Ilhrivc . 

10 3 rRUSh .Creek is a popular multi-use palh and noise: From low flying planes is dislurbing CO bQlh human, , L,:nd 8mmal,_ 

Thank you for yourconsideralion of thesc is,"es. 

I).roam Rozen 

-i;,J,",</.t::~-
CC: Marin County Board ofSuf)C'rvisoB 

---' ",g 
1~1~1I i:=ri'j~' 
l---i-tu 

. ----:lJ1.Tr 
g l\3 
- .§.f 4 

60S 

;i'~ 

~- _~.;_K 
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COMMENT FORM 
PUBLIC HEARING 

1ll~15 

GNOSS FIELD AIRPORT - Extend Runway 13/31 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT and concurrent 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
J anuary 10, 201 2 

Welcome to the PubliC Hearirlg for the Environmental Impact Statement and ooncumml 
Environmental Impact Report for Gnoss Field Airport . Public comments ere an Integral part of 
the process. This comment fann Is provided 10 re1:eive your Input "00 ensure that your 
concerns arc considered. Please use this form to submit written comments, attaching addrrional 
pages if n~essary. Either place the form In the comment boK. provided here at !he meeting. or 
mail to the Elddress below. by February 6, 2012. 

Jo,ce_<j!Iys_~ 
0 ...... F\oId........., . xI ... _ 
......., 12. 0012 3::10;08 Pal PST 

~t""~,0.""'r"':J "-r>,~ 

~---~---'----.---.~~ ,_ .. ~ ..... ., ,\1611..., ...,.." ........ '_lI.ontol .... biggtstWolJo _lot .... fIIIj<wi .. ......... ¥>!IIn_ "'" 

q "'GfIoHr. .... CROsSWIMl$ ..... ,~.,.... and _onIytlllel!\o __ , Otnec! hypo<Cllbl!r G(>II(II ..... 

q ... _ImpocI. .... ""'tIO ....... 1<i<1I!X:idonIs. ExIemIng",", __ .,.", ,,. __ lI'Io~"'''''_ , ~-..y"''''''''''''''IIi'IIIO'!gos, .. - .... IIOdn\I _ t n.._.1O lI'IoSot.Olo ...... ...., ______ "' .... Bay AtU May J)'\OW"""' ........ -.s.1OId 
_ """'" 1>1 o:wooct """ 0.-. Joyce _ 1121 2$5lI --- }~?( f.b~ (I_ 

I II' PJ'/ / :" /." 

Submit comments poslmarked by F&~Ufll'y 6, 201210: 

Mr. Doug Pomeroy 
Federal Avlalion Adminislration 
San Francisco Airport District Office 
1000 Marina Boulevard, Suite 220 
Brisbane, CA 94005-1835 
Fax: (650) 872·1 430 

FROM (Please Pr int ); 

Name: r-.:::c;=::-;;-;;;::;;:, 
M .. J oy"" B. Wel l. 

Address;_ ID ~~.'C:~",.2072 
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BEFORE THE 
MARIN COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

Joint Public Hea ring with the Federal Aviation Administration 
on Draft EIS and EIR for Gnoss Field Runway Expans ion 

Reported by : 
Michael Connolly 

MARIN COUNTY CIVIC CENTER 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS CHAMBER 

3501 CIVIC CENTER DRIVE 
SAN RAFAEL, CALU'ORNIA 

TUESDAY, JANUARY 10 2012 
1 :30 P .M. 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

Steve Kinsey, Presiding 
Judy Arnold 
Kathrin Sears 
Katie Rice 
Susan Adams (absent) 

FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION 

Douglas Pomeroy, Environmental Protection Specialist 

LANDRUM AND BROWN 

Rob Adams 
Craig Tackabery 
John Roberto 

California Reporting, LLC 
52 Longwood Drive, San Rafael, California 94901 (415) 457·44 17 

2 
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Joyce wells 22 
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Adjour nme nt " Californi a Repon ing, LLC 

52 Lcngwood Drive, San Rafael, Cali fornia 94901 (415) 457-44 17 

PRO C E E DIN G S 

2 JANUARY 10, 2012 2:00 P.M. 

3 SUPERVISOR KINSEY : Good afternoon . Our Board of 

4 Supervisors is reconvening in open session. We did address 

5 three issues in closed session but we have no reportable 

6 items. 

7 At this point we are going to take up the matter of 

8 t he public hearing by the Board of Supervisors and the 

9 Federal Aviation Administration as it relates to the Draft 

]0 Environmental Impact Report and the Draft Environmental 

II Impact Statement for the Gnoss Field proposed 13/31 runway 

12 extension . This will be a joint public hearing between our 

13 two agencies and we will open our public hearing on the 

14 Draft EIR and there will also be an opportunity for the FAA 

15 represent ative, Mr . Pomeroy , to open the public hearing for 

16 the Draft EIS. 

17 we will receive the staff report that wi ll benefit 

18 all of us and then we will take public conunents. And each 

19 of our respective agencies will then close the public 

20 hearing and give our staff directions to prepare final 

21 environmental documents. The FAA will prepare a final 

22 Environmental Impact Statement under their protocols, 

23 including written responses to both the oral and the written 

24 comments that are received during the public comment period 

25 and all written responses received during the public review 

Californ ia Reporting, LLC 
52 Lcngwood Dri ve, San Rafael, California 94901 (415) 457-4417 

, 



Page P-70

5 

period. 

2 I'm going to mention that we will keep speaker's 

3 comments to three minutes. although we have made 

4 arrangements for a group of aviation representatives who 

5 have brought several persons to speak to consolidate into 

6 one speaker. and that is Mr. Knecht. for five minutes. When 

7 that opportunity comes he will be able to speak for five 

8 minutes . Three minutes for other speakers . And with that 

I} I'm going to ask Mr. Pomeroy if he would like to make any 

10 opening comments. Welcome. 

u MR. POMEROY: Yes, thank you for hosting this joint 

12 hearing today. The Federal Aviation Administration 

13 appreciates being able to do this in a joint format, both 

" for you and for the public. I just have one brief statement 

15 on the commenting style for the FAA. so pardon me while I 

16 read this from our guidance documents. But it really does 

17 help if you're able to follow this comment ing style. 

18 The FAA encourages all interested parties to provide 

19 comments concerning the scope and content of the Draft EIS . 

20 The comments should be as specific as possible and address 

21 the analysis of potential environmental impacts and the 

22 adequacy for the proposed action or merits of its 

23 alternatives and the mitigation being considered. Reviewers 

24 should organize their participation so that it is meaningful 

25 and makes the agency aware of the viewer's interest and 

Cal ifornia Reporting, LLC 
52 Lonb'Wood Drive, San Rafael. Califomia 94901 (415) 457-4417 

6 

concerns using quotations and other specific references to 

2 the text of the Draft EIS and related documents. Matters 

3 that could have been raised with specificity during the 

4 comment period on the draft EIS may not be considered if 

5 they are raised for the first time later in the decision 

6 process. This commenting period is intended to ensure that 

7 substantive comments and concerns are made available to the 

8 FAA in a timely manner so that the FAA has an opportunity to 

9 address them. 

" Thanks for bearing with me reading that. 

u SUPERVISOR KINSEY : Thank you. The speaker cards 

12 are available. If you haven't filled out a speaker card. 

I3 they are available, is that correct? 

14 MR. POMEROY : Yes. just turn them into me. 

15 SUPERVISOR KINSEY : very gOOd . And then we will 

16 take them in the order in which we receive them. At this 

17 point I think that we are going to receive our staff report 

18 on the expansion of the runway at Gnoss Field. 

19 MR. TACKABERY: Good afternoon. President Kinsey. 

20 Members of the Board and Mr . Pomeroy. I'm Craig Tackabery, 

21 Assistant Director of Public Works . I'm pleased to be here 

22 before you today . It ' s not often we discuss Gnoss Field at 

23 meetings of this type, even though it 's been Marin County's 

24 airport for 50 years. 

25 The county's interest is in maintaining an 

California Reporting, LLC 
52 Longwood Drive, San Rafael, California 94901 (415) 457-4417 
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economically sustainable ope~ation at the airport and the 

2 airport currently operateS with a bal anced budget, although 

) there are some areas of deferred maintenance that need to 

4 eventually be addressed . From time to time the airport 

5 needs to undertake projects to retain current business 

6 tenants and users and to attract new tenants and users to 

7 remain economically sustainable. The airport serves as an 

8 important link in the l"egional transportation network by 

9 providing air travel options for residents and businesses. 

10 Extension of the runway has been contemplated in the 1989 

II airport master plan and the 1997 update. Also included are 

12 proposed runway safety area improvements to improve safety 

13 at the airport and comply with current FAA standards . 

14 Today 's meeting is regarding the Draft EIR and EIS . 

15 This work was funded through a grant from the Federal 

16 Aviation Administration and the FAA takes the lead in 

17 managing most of the process and they have selected Landrum 

18 & Brown to prepare the documents for you today. With me 

19 today is Rob Adams from Landrum & Bro ... n and Sarah Potter and 

20 also our consultant on the county side, John Roberto. And 

21 at this t ime Rob is going use a PowerPoint to give you an 

22 overview of the project. 

2J SUPERVISOR KINSEY, Thank you . Rob? 

24 MR. ADAMS : DO you want to dim the lights to make it 

25 a little easier to see? Thank you . Okay, so as Craig 

California Reponing, LLC 
52 Longwood Drive, San Rafael, California 94901 (415) 457-4417 

mentioned , we have two organizations here and two processes 

2 that are occurring. The first is with the County of Marin 

3 and there is the preparation of the Environmental Impact 

4 Report , which satisfies the state environmenta l requirements 

5 or CEQ"' . The county i s the sponsor of the project as well 

6 as in terms of the CEQA sponsor as well . The Federal 

7 Aviation Administration are leading the Environmental Impact 

8 Statement, which is dealing with federal environmental 

9 guidelines and we refer to that as NEPA, those are the 

10 federal guidel ines . 

II As Craig mentioned, Landrum & Brown who I represent, 

12 we were hired by the FAA to prepare the EIS and also by the 

13 county to prepare the Environmental Impact Report. We have 

14 been able to run these tWO different studies along virtually 

15 the same process, though deferring to each process where we 

16 have needed to. And you can see some of the highlights 

17 here. I 'm not going to go through each one of these for you 

18 but we were able to at the same time issue a Notice of 

19 Intent for the NEPA process as well as a Notice of 

20 preparation to satisfy to satisfy the CEQ'" process. we hel d 

21 a joint scoping meeting for both processes, both of those 

22 occurred back in 2008. And then we are here t oday holding a 

23 joint public hearing for both processes . 

24 Once we get past this step in the process things 

25 will start to diverge a little more. And, you know, as you 

California Reporting, LLC 
52 Longwood Drive, San Rafael, California 94901 (415) 457-4417 

8 
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are aware after this meeting today then a final EIR wi ll be 

2 prepared. That will be circulated, made available, there 

3 will be another hearing that is specific to the project 

4 itself, and then the certification step will occur. So the 

5 purpose of the public hearing today is really to receive 

6 public comments on the adequacy and the completeness of both 

7 the Draft EIS as well as the Draft EIR . 

8 So let's get more familiar with the airport . There 

9 is one runway at Gnoss Field, it's 3300 feet in length. 

10 There are roughly 95,000 takeoffs and landings that occur at 

" the airport each year. Most of the aircraft takeoff towards 

12 the north and land from the north and that is done to avoid 

Il the residential areas that are located to the south of the 

14 airport . There is a system of levees that are around the 

15 airport, one of which is very close to the airport and then 

16 there are others east of the airport. Their primary 

" function is to protect the airport and the runway from 

18 flooding issues from the Petaluma River and the basin area 

19 there . 

20 The county identified one primary need for the 

21 airpor t in conducting this study and that was for Sufficient 

22 runway length. The existing runway at 3300 feet limi t s the 

23 ability of some of the aircraft to operate at what we would 

24 ca ll their optimum weight or to get their maximum 

25 efficiency . That requires pilots to restrict weight when 

California Reporting, LLC 
52 Longwood Drive, San Rafael, Cali fornia 9490] (415) 45744 17 

9 10 

they takeoff and how they do that is either they reduce fuel 

2 or they reduce passengers or cargo on the aircraft. So from 

3 an efficiency standpoint that requires either bringing in 

4 multiple aircraft or they may have to make multiple trips to 

5 accommodate and fulfill the trip that they would like to 

6 have . So with that the county then identified the proposed 

7 project. 

8 And I'm gOing to flip to the next slide just so you 

9 can see it graphically, i t's probably a little bit easier 

10 than seeing it on the text . The primary element is the 

" extension of the runway to the north 1100 feet, It would 

12 bring the total length of the runway to 4400 feet . There 

13 also would be a taxiway extension that would occur to 

]4 accommodate aircraft moving to the end of the rum.;ay as well 

IS as extending the existing levee and drainage ditch system 

16 that are currently around the end of the runway, those would 

17 also have to he relocated and extended . What is not shown 

!8 on this exhibit here is there are navigational aids out 

19 there which help aircraft land on the ai:rport, it's a 

20 lighting system . Those would have to be relocated and 

21 reprogrammed as part of the process as well . And t hen 

22 finally, off of each of the ends of the runway there would 

23 he an extension and a widening of what is called the runway 

24 safety areas. And theSe are just protective areas in case 

2S an aircraft were to roll off the end of the runway, those 
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would be expanded f~om the current length today . 

2 we considered a number of alternatives to date as we 

3 prepared the draft studies, one of which is shown on here, 

4 which we call Alternat ive A, which is the no action. This 

5 essentially is that we leave t he airport exactly as it is 

6 today. we also have an Alternative B, which is the proposed 

7 project. And, again. that's an extension of the runway 1100 

s feet to the north. We had an Alternative D. which also 

9 extended the runway by 1100 feet but it accomplished this by 

10 splitting that extension 860 feet to the north and 240 feet 

II to the south . These three alternatives, A, Band D, were 

12 carried forward in the Environmental Impact Statement and 

13 were fully analyzed in terms of environmental impacts and 

14 their operational impacts as well . 

" There was one alternative that we rejected. We 

16 analyzed it at the beginning and then rejected it from 

17 fur ther consideration. and that was t o e x tend the runway to 

18 the south by 1100 feet . This was not carried forward in 

19 either the EIS or the EIR because there were greater wetland 

20 impacts . There were some operational issues in terms of 

21 aircraft actually being able to use that extension fully . it 

22 brought aircraft closer to the residential areas to the 

23 south. and there was just a higher cost because of 

24 mitigation costs as well as some of the construction issues 

25 that exist down to the south of the airport. 
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At this point I'm going to go through a couple of 

2 the categories of environmental impacts that we heard 

3 concerns about at the public scoping meetings . There are 

4 three of the categories in particular and the first one is 

S noise . The way that we describe noise is called the 

6 COJl\l!\unity Noise Equivalent Level or CNEL. These are 

7 standards that are used throughout the industry for 

8 describing specifically aircraft noise . The federal 

9 standard is 65 dB of CNEL . If you are exposed to that level 

10 of noise or greater than you are considered significantly 

11 impacted. The county's t hreshold is lower than the federal 

12 standard and is 60 de of CNEL. So we looked at both of 

13 those . the 65 in the EIS and 60 in the EIR. 

14 Currently there are no homes around Gnoss Field that 

15 are exposed to either the federal standard or the county 

16 standard of 65 and 60, respectively . What the analysis 

17 found when we looked at it was that with the project there 

18 would be no homes within the 65 CNEL or the 60 CNEL. So 

19 there would be no change i n terms of the number of homes 

20 that fall within these areas . I think. the bottom line is 

21 that the project would not specifically change flight paths 

22 from what currently e xists today . If anything i t might 

23 actually allow the aircraft to be a little b i t higher if 

24 they are departing to the south and they may actually be 

25 able to turn a little earlier than they currently do. But 
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in gene~al this really doesn't change where the aircraft are 

2 flying today. 

) The next category was wetlands . And obviously with 

4 the no action there would be no wetland impacts . With the 

5 proposed project, which again is Alternative B. there would 

6 be 11.83 acres of wetlands impa cted . With Alternative D 

7 there would be 12.73 acres of wetlands impacted. So 

8 Alternative e, the proposed project, actually has fewer 

9 impacts than the other alternative that we carried forward 

10 through both of the studies. But with impacts to wetlands 

" we recogni~e that there is going to have to be mitigation 

12 that would come into play, The Draft EIS and Draft EIR both 

13 identified some sites that provided some feasible options 

14 for wetland mitigation . And currently there is consultation 

15 that is occurring with the FAA and the Corps of Engineers 

16 and the county in terms of trying to finalize the wetland 

17 plan before the final documents are put together . 

18 Threatened and endangered species, both studies 

19 concluded that it was unlikely that there was going to be 

20 any taking of threatened and endangered species, meaning no 

" specific species would be directly taken. However, there 

22 were habitat impacts that were identified in the study. 

23 Again , with the no action, with no changes t o the airport 

24 there would be no impact . wi th the sponsor's proposed 

25 project we had - and we ' ve divided this into two types of 
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impacts, permanent and temporary - permanent impacts , which 

2 is really the area of where the new pavement would be built, 

3 would result in roughly 6 . 88 acres of wildlife habitat 

4 removal . The temporary removal area of 16.05 a cres of 

S habitat is the area that we would call cOnstruction staging . 

6 So where, you know, the bulldozers are parked and they are 

7 putting dirt and other materials, those a reas we would 

8 anticipate would revegetate and come back to their natural 

9 state at some point. 

to But in any case there would be mitigation that would 

" be required - I 'm sorry, I skipped over Alternative D. 

12 Alternative D's permanent removal area was 8 . 24 acres and 

13 the temporary removal area was 18 . 43 acres . Again both of 

14 those are greatet" than the pt"oposed pt"oject . 

IS Now back to mitigation, thet"e were several options 

16 identified in both the Dt"aft EIS and the Draft EIR for 

17 mitigation opportunities . And bot h the FAA and the county 

18 are currently working with the Fish and Wildlife Service as 

19 well as some state agencies in terms of nailing down the 

20 exact mitigation sites and t"atios and things of that nature . 

" So there at"e a number of othet" categories that we 

22 looked at. There is probably on the ordet" of 18 or so those 

23 listed on the screen. And I apologize tot" the format t ing 

24 there . But in terms of all of those categories, both 

25 documents concluded that thet"e were no significant impact s 
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" 
for these categories there . 

2 Okay, so the next steps in the process . The 

documents were published at the same time . They were 

4 published in late November and were put into the libraries 

5 at the airport and also on the website , there is a website 

6 there if people are interested in gOing to the website, it ' s 

7 lis t ed . There are three ways that people can make comments 

8 on the Dra f t EIS and Draft EIR. Firs t is they can come 

9 today obviously and make an oral testimony at the hearing 

10 today . They also can use this comment form that was passed 

11 out to everyone as they came in . And they have two options, 

12 they can either fill out this comment form and leave it in 

13 the comment box up here or on the back it has Mr . pomeroy ' s 

14 address and you can fold this form up and you can mail it or 

15 f a x i t to Mr . Pomeroy before February 6, 2012 . For those o f 

16 you in the audience, Mr . Pomeroy 's contact information is 

17 there as well if you want to write that down . And I'll 

18 leave this up for a few moments while we conclude things . 

19 Craig? 

20 MR . TACKABERY , That would be the end of our 

21 presentation. We would be glad to answer any questions 

22 before you take testimony . 

23 SUPERVISOR KINSEY : Thank you. Are there any 

24 que stions from board members before we open the public 

25 hearing? 
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2 If not, we will open the public hearing now . This 

3 is your opportuni ty to make oral comments. The public 

4 comment period will extend through February 6th of this year 

5 and then there wil l be written responses generated for all 

6 the comments received, both for the environmental document 

7 at the state level as well as the federal Environmenta l 

8 Impact Statement. I have speaker cards . I'm going to ask 

9 anyone who would like t o speak to fill out a card . And I'm 

10 going to begin first with Steven Knecht, who is a 

II representative of the Cnoss Field Community ASsociation . 

12 Welcome , Mr. Knecht. 

13 MR. KNECHT: Thank you . Mr . Chairman. If I may 

14 approach with a diagram that will be relevant -

" SUPERVISOR KINSEY: You're welcome to provide that 

16 t o our clerk and that will be fine. 

17 (Mr . Knecht hands the document to t he clerk. who 

18 distributes it to t he board . ) 

19 MR. KNECHT: Al so before I star t . we have a number 

20 of members of GFCA, both pilots and non-pilot s, who have 

21 taken their time to come today to show support for the EIR's 

22 conclusion and the r unway extension p ro j e ct. I was 

23 wondering of we could take just one second to have them 

24 stand and be recogni:z:ed . 

25 SUPERVI SOR KINSEY, Absolutely . Please stand and be 
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accounted for. 

2 (Several persons in the audience stand up. ) 

3 All right. 

4 MR. KNECHT: Thank you. 

5 SUPERVISOR KINSEY: Thank you all for joining us. 

, MR. KNECHT: My name is Steve Knecht. I am on the 

7 board of the GFCA. the Gnoss Field Community Association. 

8 This is a non-profit organization with over 100 di~ect 

9 members and another 100 or so Friends of Gnoss Field. The 

10 primary focus of our comments today will be on Section 4.1, 

11 the noise section of the EIR. And then we would like to 

12 close with several general comments. 

13 It probably comes as no surp~ise that GFCA suppo~ts 

14 the long-planned runway extension project to bring GnoSS 

15 Field airport into compliance with FAA standards for runway 

16 overruns . And Gr'CA appreciates the concerns of some 

11 neighbors to the south of the airport regarding noise from 

18 aircraft . However, it may be a surprise that we feel this 

19 extension will provide a significant noise reduction for 

20 neighbors to the south of the airport, specifically in Rush 

21 Creek and Bahia . Section 4 .1. page 32, states that the 

22 proposed project extends the runway to the north away from 

23 residential areas and therefore woul d not change the 

24 aircraft patterns to the south of the airpott, as we just 

25 heard. However. GFCA believes that there can be a 
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significant and beneficial change, all be it a consensual 

2 agreement among pilocs, to have the runway 13 departures, 

3 which are the mOSt bothersome for the neighbors to the 

4 south, and we believe this change in the consensual 

S agreement among pilots to move the departure to the north of 

6 the towers . as we will discuss here in a moment. will result 

7 in a greatly increased distance from the homes during the 

8 runway 13 departure. 

9 So if you look at the diagram you will see chat we 

[0 are assuming that maximum power used at takeoff in fact 

I! creates the mose noise for the homes and the departure, not 

12 from the south to the north but frorn the norch going towa~ds 

13 the homes on ~unway 13. creates the closest ope~ations to 

14 those neighbors . The red line in the upper left quadrant 

15 shows the airport runway. the blue line above that shows the 

16 runway extension as proposed. And today what you have is 

17 the red line departing the ~unway when you'~e gOing from 

18 north to south you will see a standard crosswind departure 

19 would take the aircraft essentially right into the KCBS 

20 towe~s that there are four of and stand at approximately 400 

21 feet to the east of the runway. 

22 Due to that the pilots tend to depa~t somewhe~e 

23 between the lines 2a and 2b, that's the tan zone below and 

24 to the south of the airport. You notice that that takes 

25 aircraft between 2000 and 4000 feet close to RUSh Creek and 
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roughly 1400 to 3800 feet away from the Bahia neighborhood. 

2 And perhaps sometimes if they are skirting the edge they may 

f.-.. 
l 

4 

ltY 5 

come as close as 1000 feet . Our comment is simply that we 

have met with the pilots at Gnoss Field, we have reached a 

general consensus and an agreement that, while the FAA may 

~~ 
6 

7 

not change traffic advisories or noise abatement procedures. 

that the pilots feel that that 1100 foot runway extension to 

8 the north will allow them to takeoff earlier, achieve a 

9 higher elevation, avoid the towers and keep operations to 

10 the north in general for those pilots that are conducting 

" themselves with an awareness of the noise abatement 

12 procedures. So we feel that this will provide a greatly 

" reduced potential for noise-xo the neighbors to the south . 

" We can assure you that GFCA will work diligently to educate 

15 pilots about how this 1100 foot move to the nor t h can help 

16 reduce the noise and make us better neighbors with the 

17 neighborhoods to the south . -i8 I have three smal l comments that may come up today 

L9 that I JUSt want to briefly explore and say that we know 

20 t hat the idea of a jet center was proposed about a decade 

21 ago for Gnoss Field but we want t he public to understand 

~~I 22 that that 50 acre proposal is not this proposal, this is not 

23 a jet center proposal, and that the adjacent land, Should 

" that ever come forward again , would have to have its own EIR 

25 process and it takes a long time, as this process. will 
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there be more and larger jets because of a runway extension? 

2 Well, it makes sense that neighbors would be concerned about 

3 this and GFtA would like to extend an invitation to the 

4 neighbors and interested parties to discuss with them why 

5 Gnoss Field will probably never be use for commercial 

3-lo I, scheduled operations . But we don't have time for that today 

~"< 

~\ 

7 but we extend that invitation for discuss ion with the 

8 ne ighbors . -
9 Regarding increases in charter jet traffic, no 

10 matter the length of the runway one can theore tically 

I I conclude that there will be an increase in the number of jet 

12 types that can land at Gnoss Field with this runway 

13 ex tension. However, jets do not conduc t fl ight operations 

14 based on opportunity, rather jet operations are based on 

15 economic demand . That is , there is no unrnet need today in 

16 Marin County and the frequency of operations directly 

17 matches and is driven by the current demand . Whether or not 

18 the runway is ext ended, if the demand increases for more 

19 charter and jet traffic it will occur even on today ' s 

20 runway . If the demand is there it will increase . 

21 Will there be· an increase in jet size? There is a 

22 reason that business jets are designed generally with six to 

23 eight passengers. Manufacturers have studied t he usage and 

24 how many people go on business meetings and t he six to eight 

25 passenger jet meets most of the private and business user 
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needs. It's for this reason that most business delegations 

traveling into and out of Marin will remain less than eight 

passengers. With this runway ex tension they may be able to 

land jets of 10 or 12 but the need may not be t here and 

probably won't be there . 

Last ten second comment. we appreciate the runway 

extension as pilots because of the increases it wi ll achieve 

in safet y and we believe that the runway extension will 

clearly provide an increase in safety for all pilots and 

aircraf t using Gnoss Field, providing the FAA compliant 

overruns, great er runway lengt h will assist pilots with 

aborted takeoffs. emergency operations, avoidance of bird 

strikes, and Obstacles such as the radio towers near the. 

field . Thank you for this opportunity . 

SUPERVISOR KINSEY , Thank you . The next speaker is 

Susan Stompe, who will be followed by Joyce Wells and then 

Jackie Bonner . 

MS . STOMP!;: , Thank you. Susan Stompe with the 

Marin Conservation League. Our comprehensive comments will 

be in before the 6th . But I had a couple of questions in 

advance of our sending a formal letter . One has to do with 

a request t hat we had made rather strongly in our scoping 

letter that aircraft be ident ified by model and make as t o 

the full spectrum of aircraft that coul d use t he field with 

its longer runway . And that wa s not done . I t was stated 
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that the probability is that the runway would be used by the 

current fleet and if the fleet increased in size it would be 

proportionally the same fleet that is there now. Our 

understanding of CEQA is t hat you Should be looking at the 

maximum potential for the changes that are being requested. 

And we feel that was not addressed and we had some concerns 

about that. 

On the wetlands that will be filled, there was not a 

very thorough description as to what the complexi ty of 

wetlands that will be fil l ed, how they interrelat e with each 

other and how they interrelate with t he other wetlands that 

are around. 

And the third def i ciency that we noticed was that 

sea level rise was never menti oned . I did not see those 

words in there. Now, FEMA and 100 year f l ood zones were 

addressed but that ' s a little different than sea level rise . 

So we would perhaps get some explanation now, but anyway we 

wi ll have our more comprehens i ve s ubmi ssion later . Thank 

you. 

SUPERVISOR KINSEY : Thank you . Joyce Wells, Jackie 

Bonner a nd then Christopher Gilkerson . 

MS . WELLS : I fi r st started flying in April o f 1968. 

The airport wa s brand new. I am stil l flying . And the 

thing about the runway ex tens i on that I appreciate most is 

Gnoss is known for its crosswinds, i t ' s known as one of the 
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crosswind capitals of the Bay Area. And extending the 

2 runway to the north, oftentimes the crosswinds are less 

3 there. So to me it's also a big safety issue. I have had 

4 to go and land at other airports at other times when the 

~!\-
5 crosswinds have been too severe for me to land . As I say, 

6 I've been flying for quite some time. So that ' s the big 

7 safety issue for me, is the crosswind component. And when 

8 this airport was first built there were no houses south of 

9 the aiI"port. 

10 SUPERVISOR KINSEY, Thank you. Jackie Bonner 

11 followed by Mr. Gilkerson and then Rob Pack. 

12 MS. BONNER: My name is Jackie Bonner and I live in 

13 Rush Creek on Saddle Wood Drive south of Gnoss Field. And 

14 I've lived in Novato since 196B . We, mostly residents of 

IS the communities just south of Gnoss Field, are submitting a 

16 peti tion to the Board of Supervisors today regarding the 

17 Draft Environmental Impact Report for the proposed extension 

18 of the runway at Gnoss Field. Because of the holiday and 

19 lengthy EIR repor t s we only began collecting signatures on 

20 Friday but we already have 80 and most of those people 

21 couldn't come because it was such Short notice for them. 

Out petition is clear. we do not oppose the airport nor 

1,6 23 ~
2 

five of the six elements of the project necessary to make 

24 

25 

the airport safer . 

We do object to the full 1100 foot extension of the 
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runway, which we believe will have a significant noise 

2 impact on our homes, families and quality of life . With the 

3 existing 3300 foot runway the Draft ElR documents dozens of 

4 overflights over our homes . This occurs frequently despite 

5 the voluntary noise abatement guidelines the airport 

6 communicates to pilots . The guidelines are jus t that, 

7 guidelines. When residents call the airport manager there 

8 is typically no response . And our research indicates that a 

9 longer runway will result in more jets . and bigger jets and 

10 additional noise. This noise disturbance is dismissed in 

11 the Draft EIR through what we believe is use of bad data, 

12 assumptions and logic. 

3 Out pet ition requests that you, the Board of 

14 Supervisors, direct the environmental consultants to, one, 

15 consider a shorter runway extension, one that meets but does 

16 not exceed the basic requirements of Gnoss Field'S current 

17 and proposed 8-1 designation. From the Draft EIR and the 

18 FAA's advisory circular we believe that a runway of 

19 approximately 3500 square feet (sic) would meet this 

20 purpose. Two, consider the impact of additional jets that 

21 will be able to take off at Gnoss Field if the runway is 

22 extended to 4400 fe e t. The Draft EIR claims that this 

23 lengt h of runway will not result in additiona l or larger 

24 jets using Gnoss . We believe that this defies logic and 

25 current airport users admit they want the extension so that 
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2 Three . provide a study showing which current airport tenants 

3 are required to reduce fuel, passenger load or cargo as a 

<\ result of the 3300 foot runway and how frequently . The 

5 Draft EIR indicates that only about three percent of 

6 t akeoffs are so affected and we would like an explanation of 

7 the rationale for spending $11 million of taxpayer money to 

8 benefit so few . Four, the Draft EIR should address the 

9 knock-on effects of future development at the a irport as a 

to result of extending the runway. The report is silent on 

II this. 

12 And we request that you direct the EIR consultant to 

13 address these four points and trust that you the Marin 

14 County Supervisors will consideI" OUI" I"equests and do what is 

15 best for all the people of Novato and Marin County . Thank 

16 you . 

17 SUPERVISOR KINSEY: Thank you. Okay, Mr . Gilkerson 

18 folLowed by MI". Pack then Mr. Bracey. 

" MR. GILKERSON: Thank you. We do have copies of 

20 the petition Ms. Bonner mentioned that we can give to you . 

21 And we are still collecting signatures. My name is 

22 Christopher Gilkerson, I live at 220 Saddle wood Orive in 

23 Novato. A number of us will be submitting a more extensive 

24 comment letter by February 6th but I wanted to elaborate on 

25 a few of the key points in the petition that was j ust 
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mentioned: the purpose of the expansion and who it will 

2 benefit and the noise impact of this runway extension. 

3 Pirst, what's the purpose of extending the runway to 

1.10 4 the full 1100 feet? Well, there is only one cited in the 

5 Draft EIR. it's to enable corporate jets to takeoff with 

6 full fue l capacity on those f ew hot days when they plan to 

7 travel a long distance, that's it, that 's the purpose in the 

8 EIR. It's not for emergency preparedness. It ' s also not to 

9 enhance the safety for the current users of the airport. 

10 The widening of the runway several years ago served that 

1] purpose to compensate for the crosswinds . And the proposed 

]2 extension of the runway safety areas at each end of the 

13 runway and extending the taxi area, two other aspects of 

14 this project will also contribute to the airport safety. 

15 Now, if you ask any pilot if they want a longer runway, 

16 chances are they're going to say yes. It's like asking 

17 taxpayers if they want to pay less taxes. But the purpose 

18 of the project has to be supported by data . Even those few 

\.4 " corporate jets that call Gnoss Field home don't need an 

20 extended runway for safety purposes. Today they simply 

21 reduce their fuel weight on a few particularly hot days when 

~
-

22 

ao.1 23 

24 

they want to travel to places like Denver. There is no 

evidence at all in the Draft EIR indicating how many actual 

takeoffs have been impacted in that manner. 

2S A key unanswered question is: Who is the three 
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percent? The three percent who actually own and use 

corporate jets from Gnoss Field today. HOw do their 

interests weigh against the hundreds of homeowners to the 

south of the airport who will be negatively impacted by the 

noise created by any increase in overflights. So these are 

the interests that have to be balanced and as members of the 

Board of Supervisors we hope you will balance those 

interests . 1 Now , one way to do that is by proposing a 

smallet" runway extension. / For a B-1 general aviation 

airport, which Gnoss Field is, the recommended length is 

about 35000 feet. The Draft EIR makes a critical mistake in 

not considering that alternative . 

As for the interests of Gnoss Field's neighbors to 

the south of the airport, we accept that from time to time 

there will be overflightS and some noise disturbance . 

However, our research shows that extending the runway will 

result in a change in the types and sizes of the jets that 

can land at Gnoss Field, faster, louder, and they will need 

a larger approach to land from the south over our homes . 

Although extending the runway to the north may help reduce 

overflights from takeoffs, as we heard, it's not going to do 

anything about overflights from landings that come from the 

south, that's what our concern is . 

Now, in terms of that noise impact, the EIR makes 

25 three fundamental flaws. First, it's based on sketchy radar 
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data from 2007 supplemented by self - serving undocumented 

2 discussions with local airport staff and users . Second, 

~ it's premised on unsupported assumptions that extension of 

, the runway 1100 feet won ' t lead to any change in the fleet 

5 mix. There is no analysis at all about the fleet mix at 

6 airpotts that today have a tunway between 4000 and 4500 

7 feet. Now, although there have been dozens of overflights 

8 of jets and prop planes that disturb residential areas, as 

9 documented in the Draft EIR, here is how the Draft EIR 

10 dismisses those overflights, and I 'm quoting: 

11 "The noise generated by pilot overflights is not a 

12 direct impact of airport operations since airport 

IJ approach and departure pr~tocols are designed to 

14 avoid aircraft overflights of residential 

15 communities . Accordingly, noise resulting from 

16 aircraft overflights is directly related to 

17 individual pilot behavior and not due to the 

18 airport. Therefore, the noise impact of the 

19 proposed project is deemed less than significant." 

20 So that's like saying a landfill is not responsible 

21 for toxic leaks because people throwaway things they 

2' shouldn't. It doesn't make any sense . 
---.... 

2J 

" 
" 

SUPERVISOR KINSEY : Time, sir. 

MR. GILKERSON : And as I mentioned we will be 

submitting a longer comment letter and we appreciate you 
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listening to our comments . Thank you . 

2 SUPERVISOR KINSEY: Thank you . Mr. Pack followed by 

3 Mr. Bracey followed by Steven Nebb. 

, MR. PACK : Hi, I ' m Rob Pack. I've l i ved on Laguna 

5 Vista Drive for 35 years . I ' m against: the runway extension, 

6 I am for the safety extensions on the end of the runway. 

7 I 'm going to limit my comments to the technical section in 

8 Volume 3. My background is I have Bachelor' s and Master's 

9 Degrees in Aeronautical Engineering. a Commercial pilot'S 

10 License, engineering flight test experience with the united 

11 States Air Force. Lockheed Aircraft Company and United 

12 Airlines and I own an airplane, not based at Gnnss . 

13 All the discussions that we've just had from the 

14 previous speakers have taken the wind out of my sails. I 

15 think I would like to point out that one of the only reasons 

16 given for doing this expansion, regardless of all the 

\.~ 117 mitigation to accomplish that , is that this only affects 

\ .1\ 

18 about one percent Of the airplanes a t Gnoss and it probably 

19 only affects that one percent about five percent of the 

20 time, on hot days when they are taking off at max takeoff 

21 gross weight . Now, if you have a charter operation - some 

22 things have been mentioned but you can always takeoff an 

23 hour or two earlier or later when the day is a little 

24 cooler. 

25 The FAA's own studies have shown that the most 
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dangerous situation at an airport is where you have a 

2 combination of high speed and low speed aircraft, jets and 

3 training aircraf t and no control tower. And that ' s exactly 

, the situation that is at Gnoss now and will be certainly 

5 increased . There are approximately 10,000 commercial 

6 business jets in operation in the United States . Only a 

7 handful can use Gnoss at 3300 feet. If we ext end that it 

8 only seems like an extra 1100 feet but it opens Gnoss to a 

9 big wide world of commercial jets that just can't operate 

10 out of there right now . Right, the Gulfstreams may not be 

II able to come in fully loaded and takeoff fully loaded but 

12 t hey can still operate out of there on normal days at normal 

13 weights . 

" 1 think the thing that was revealing to me was , for 

15 the first time I heard the real reason f or this whole 

16 process and it's money. The county is not making any money 

17 at Gnoss . Business aviation, flying is down, they are 

18 probably having a lot lower income . I 'm not an accountant 

19 so now I'm going beyond my expertise . But it would be my 

20 guess that the money that they are getting from fuel tax is 

21 way down. And of course one of the big items for the 

22 aircraft for the income f or the airport is the property tax 

23 on the airplanes. Now, if you bring in a $20 million 

24 business jet that brings in a heck of a lot of property tax 

25 compared to a typical general avia tion airplane. So 1 think 
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the thing that bothered me the most about this was nobody 

came out and said, We want to do this, we're going to make a 

lot of money doing this and we don't think it ' s going to be 

• toO bad. NO one said anything about the money. Thank you . -, SUPERVISOR KINSEY, Thank you . Mr. BraCey followed 

, by Mr. Nebb and then Bob Spofford . 

7 MR. BRACEY : Clarence Bracey, a Novato resident. , Black Point actually. I ' ve been a resident for 42 years . 

, MY opposition to the proposed expansion of the Gnoss 

~ I" \%'. II 

~.I~ 12 

Airfield runway is based upon the same concerns that 

prevailed during the 1997 proposal . The rationale at the 

time was, number one . basically all aircraft create a 

" disturbing and uncontrollable noise nuisance. Mora and 

6~O " longer corporate jets exacerbate the nuisance . Number two, 

" there wil l be an ultimate decline in residential property 

16 values within the vicinity of the airport facili t y . Number 

17 tht"ee. there would be significant degradation of 

ti 
18 envit"onment al values including saf ety concet"ns, i.e., the 

19 t"unway is located within t he Pacific Flyway, the Bay Delta 

20 Estuat"y. Migrati ng bit"ds using the flyway poses a safety 

" hazard to aircraft in flight . Numbet" four. an ex tended 

?;\ 
22 runway permits and invites extended runway use and larger . 

23 noisier corpora t e jets . A ct"owOed flyway is no safer travel 

24 choice than crowded ft"eeway tt"avel choice . Thank you. 

't.re 25 SUPERVISOR KINSEY : Thank you . Mr . Nebb , then Mr . 
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Spofford, then Patricia Capretta. 

MR. NEBS: Good afternoon. My name is Steven Nebb, 

I live in Novato in Rush Creek as well . Thank you for the 

time to speak and to get our points across. I appteciate 

that. 

Prior to moving the Marin County I lived in 

Washington, D.C. and I consulted with the FAA and DOD over 

various topics, some of them being project planning, 

contract negotiation-type work, and analysis of engineeri ng 

change orders, highly technical issues . So I have some of 

the background in this area . I'm not a pilot but at least 

I've analyzed things . I have also reviewed both reports and 

have some conce~s about the completeness of the analysis. 

the accuracy of important calculations and the lack of 

support typically provided in other similar analysis . 

According to the master plan from Marin County, 

Gnoss Field is designated as a B-1 type airport. That ' s 

important . The first letter is for the speed of the plane 

as i t approaches the airfi eld and the second effectively the 

size, wing span . And so if the goal of the project is to 

make it safer to land for those planes, that ' s great . We 

don ' t oppose those aspects of the plan like the taxiway and 

the safet y areas . But i t doe sn ' t necessarily support the 

length . One of the major weaknesses is that for any FAA 

designated project that receives FAA funding there is 
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supposed to be the addcessing of an advisory circular, 

2 Advisory Circular 150/S3~S - 4B. runway length requirements 

3 for ai~ort design. If that was addressed in the EIR and 

4 appropriately reviewed the recommended runway length would 

5 have been 3500 feet. The use of other planes, critical 

6 designated planes, is appropriate: however, they typically 

7 have data to support that. The EIR does not have that data. 

8 They also use larger planes that B-ls to support their 

9 analysis. The Cessna 52SA and 525B are not B-1 type planes, 

to they are B-2 type planes. 

II So there really is a limited need, as was addressed 

12 in a few other comments. It's on page 2-2 of the EIS, 3000 

13 flights out of 95,000 are weight - restricted. This number 

14 may be a figure involving larger planes as well, not 

]5 necessarily B-1 planes. The 525, which is the critically 

]6 designated plane or design plane, only has an issue when the 

]7 temperature is 713 degrees or hotter. In Marin County at 

]8 Gnoss Field that only happens eight percent of the time, the 

19 rest of the year there is no issue . The EIR says there is 

20 no weight restriction for planes during standard days, 

1I that's in Appendix D on page 11. The Appendix on page 16 

22 says that when there is weigh restriction the critically 

23 designated plane only has 680 nautical miles . The manual 

24 for that plane says the maximum distance is 776 nautical 

25 miles . So it really only is an issue if you're trying to 
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f l y in between those two distances, which probably is fairly 

2 rare . You can go all the way up to Vancouver, Canada, all 

3 the way to San Diego , all the way to Grand Junction , 

4 Colorado on 6BO . 

5 SUPERVISOR KINSEY : Your time is up. If you would 

6 like to make any closing comment. 

7 MR. NEBB : Closing comment. If the 4400 feet were 

8 put in place I did analysis that showed that larger Cessna 

9 planes. B-2 category planes. could effectively use the 

to runway, l ouder and faster planes, Learjet and Sabreliners 

II potentially could use the runway, too . And that's a very 

]2 significant concern. Thank you. 

]3 SUPERVISOR KINSEY: Thank you. Okay, Mr . Spofford 

]4 and MS. Capretta followed by Dr. Richard Levy . 

15 MR. SPOFFORD: Hi. I'm Bob Spofford. I sort of have 

]6 a leg in both camps here, I'm a board member of a nwnber of 

]7 environmental organizations and I've spoken to the 

]8 supervisors a number of times on those issues. But I also 

19 am an ai4Plane owner and I've kept a plane at Gnoss for the 

20 past 15 years. 

1I Clearly the issue that is driving most of the 

22 discussion here is this question of will or won't larger. 

23 noisier planes start using Gnoss if the runway extension is 

24 built. That actually is addressed pret ty unequivocally in 

25 the EIR . It says no, they will not . The problem is it's 
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buried in various sections as sort of a naked one sentence 

2 assertion and it's never pulled together. Most of the 

3 reasons for that are also buried at various parts of the 

4 staff report and the EIR itself . And it's not just the 

(c,op.'Jr) 5 

(). .\ 
, 
7 

runway length but che runway length basically says even at 

4400 feet the vast majority of larger jets. the ones that 

are in use commonly today - and Sabreliners and Learjets. 

8 smal l Learjets aren't - that those planes still wouldn't be 

9 able to use that runway at any kind of. you know. 

to commercial ly usable weight for them . 

" But thete are other issues above and beyond just the 

12 rum.;ay length . We 've got an instrument approach that only 

" goes down to 1000 feet, which means that no operator co~ing 

" in there could reliably plan to land t here in any weather 

IS the way they can at Napa or at Santa Rosa and there is no 

" fi xed base operator, there is no infrastructure on the 

17 ground for somebody operating a large jet . So basically 

18 they are saying. Well. we can take you to a place with a 

" love ly executive terminal at Napa. or actually two of them 

20 at Santa Rosa, or we can take you and sort of dump you in 

21 the parking lot at Gnoss and you can find a pay phone 

22 someplace and call a cab. That's a pretty large, you know -

23 people who fly around in S50 million jets really don't like 

24 to be dumped in the parking lot and pointed toward the phone 

2S booth . 
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All those things are in there someplace but my 

recommendation for the EIR is that you desperately need 

somewhere in the executive summary calling out that 

conclusion . What is the conclusion about larger, noisier 

jets using that airport, about the runway extension causing 

any increase in traffic, and then pullout and s uppor t that 

with all the various specific points and make that a section 

of the report that deals with that issue. Because all these 

issues about noise and air quality and things like that 

basically just flow from the answer to that question. so 

thank you . 

SUPERVISOR KINSEY : Thank you. MS . Capretta. 

followed by Dr. Levy, fOllowed by Rich Elb . ~ 

MS . CAPRETTA : Good afternoon . My name is patricia 

Capretta . I am a resident of Bahia, Novato for several 

years . 

I ' m bringing t o light a little bit of a different 

f ocus. My husband and I believe very strongly in 

environmental issues and we are quite concerned about the 

number of planes that could thereby come to Gnoss . And , as 

we all know. December has been the second driest month in 

history . Let's picture more planes coming in, the impact 

that it will have on the environment is disastrous . It will 

impact, it does impact, light hasn ' t been shed on it fully 

because it's a big business but it ' s something that needs to 
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be addressed. 

2 A second component is I am also an RN and I have for 

3 years - I don't current l y do but I was a flight nurse and I 

" had an experience in a flight that I was taking . It wasn't 

5 over California, however I f lew in a Learjet as a flight 

6 nurse and we had a near crash landing . We, th<lnk God, 

7 landed at a very smal l airport but we had no business 

8 landing at that type of airport. We basically almost l ost 

9 our lives and I'm here to say that if I had to do it over 

10 again, thank God it was there but it absolutely had no - it 

II should never have happened and we should never have landed 

12 at an airport so small. Because we basically ruined the 

13 plane, you know, injured ourselves, . it's not something I 

14 would like to see happen. I have children, there are many 

15 children in our neighborhood . We see the planes come and 

]6 go, we can read the tag numbers on the planes. And it 

17 frightens us to think that something coming so low over our 

]8 neighborhood could, you know, result in a disaster that I 

19 experienced . 

20 There was a plane crash years ago in our 

21 neighborhood and we certainly don't want to see that happen 

22 again . And I know that the planes are supposed to take a 

23 current route away from our neighborhood, but they don't. 

24 Many, many of them fly overhead. And there is calls made 

25 into the management at Gnoss. Nothing happens. And it's a 
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concern. I would hate to see that happen to anybody in the 

future . Thank you. 

)8 

Vr.~ 

) SUPERVISOR KINSEY, Thank you. Dr. Levy, then Rich 

4 Elb and that is our fina l speaker . If anyone else wishes to 

5 speak they should fill out a card and get it to our clerk . 

6 DR . LEVY , My name is Dr. Richard Levy . We live at 

7 2516 Laguna Vista Drive in NovatO, which is just one air 

8 mi le from the south end of the airport and on the highest 

9 ridge near the airport. 

10 we have lived in the Bahia Ridge area for 14 years 

II and literally I have made hundreds of phone calls to the 

12 airport when an airplane went over our home at a low height 

13 and was way off the co=idor in which i t was supposed to 

14 fly. These calls were mostly unanswered or when they were 

15 we were told that the management of the airport would look 

16 into this. There was no change. Over the years I've become 

17 an old man and it is tiring and burdensome to continue 

18 making calls that have no beneficial outcome. And. yes, 

19 there are one or two pilots who continuously cut over our 

20 home in an effort to decrease flight time by one to two 

21 minut es . I cannot see well enough to read any numbers on 

22 the plane's wings to report some of the infractions. Not 

23 only are they the consistent pilots but there's new pilots 

24 who don't follow the policies. 

2S The federal government and the County of Marin have 

California Reponing, LLC 
52 Longwood Drive, San Rafael, California 94901 (415) 457-4417 



Page P-87

rp~ 

~.6 

\\,} 

J9 

spent a lot of time and energy in trying to redesign the 

2 airport. What is missing is any enforcement of standards or 

3 policies to stop individuals from flying over our 

4 neighborhood . Volume:l of the OEIR spends a lot of 

5 explanation about noise and bow it will affect surrounding 

6 neighborhoods . This rnay be true if planes did not fly over 

1 our homes. The point is. they do fly over our homes and 

8 there is no regulato~ control or enforcement over them. 

9 You have not taken a macrocosmic l ook but a microcosmic 

10 look, just looking at the airport not the other areas when a 

11 plane goes off its course, which happens very often. 

12 Our second and last point concerns airport lighting . 

13 I will QUote_the Environmental Impact Statement about 

14 lights . 

IS "It is possible that the residents at the highest 

" points of the residential area may be able to see 

" the PAPI lights but given the angle and the 

18 distance these lights would not be intrusive ." 

19 Well, come to my home. they are intrusive . Not only ace 

20 those lights inteusive but the beacon lights from the 

21 airport do shine into our bedeooms. despite what has been 

22 written in your proposa l Alternative B as well as in 

23 Alternative A. the no impact . What can you do to abate thi s 

24 nuisance and intrusion? Thank you for your attention in 

25 addcessing our concerns . 
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SUPERVISOR KINSEY , Thank you, Dr . Levy . Rich Eib 

2 and then I believe we did receive one additional speaker 

3 card . Thank you, Craig . Mr . Elb followed by Kirk Heiser. 

4 MR. ELB : Good afternoon . My name is Rich Blb, I 

5 live at 2)04 Laguna Vista and I have been a Bahia resident 

6 for 40 years, I own two homes there . I ' ve lived on Laguna 

7 Vista for over 20 years . I am also an airplane owner and a 

8 pilot that flies out of Gnoss Field . The airplane that I 

9 fly is a small airplane, it's nOt ill jet, but I have been a 

10 corporate pilot and I've flown small jet s in and out of 

11 Gnoss Field. 

12 For the most part, all the pilots that fly in and 

13 out.. of Gnoss Field try to adhere to the - or do adhere to 

14 the noise abatement procedures . Occasionally when aircraft 

]5 come from other venues, it could be Half Moon Bay , it could 

16 be. you know. from I daho somewhere . they don't get 

]7 themselves up to speed possibly as to the flight a reas that 

18 they should be f lying over and occasionally there is an 

19 overflight and sometimes it's over my house . And that 

20 doesn't make me any happier than any of the other residents 

21 that are non-pilots . But basically we formed t he Gnoss 

22 Field Community Association to try and educate and spread 

23 the word so we could be better neighbors with our Bahia and 

24 Rush Ceeek eesidents . We've only been in existence for 

25 about a year and a half now and we'ee trying to get the word 
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~ out because we want to be good neighbors . 

IT And as far as from the pilot's side of it, I do 

3 believe that this runway extension will be a safety feature 

4 for us pilots, The crosswinds in the summertime can be 

"'~ \ 

5 quite severe. people still try and maneuver their airplanes 

6 and land in these crosswinds . with another thousand fee t 

7 for the landing aspect of it, it would take us a little bit 

8 further away, we could land further down the runway where 

9 the crosswinds are less severe and that would be a safety 

~ factor . AS far as the noise goes, taking off on 13, which 

..,' II 

~ 
is the designated runway to takeoff and to the south, I 

12 believe that we would be turning out sooner and bring the 

13 noise further to the noise and not bother our neighbors in 

~4 Rush Creek and Bahia . 

" So basically that ' s what I have to say and we'll see 

16 how it goes from there . Thank you . 

17 SUPERVISOR KINSEY : Thank you for your comments . 

IS This will be our final speaker, Mr. Heiser. 

19 MR. HEISER: Thank you . My name is Kirk Heiser and 

20 I am a Novato resident, I ' m a pilot, I live out one mile off 

21 

,&r,; 
~.' I " 

~I L:: 
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the end of Runway 31 . I ' ve lived there for 22 years. 

I just wanted to state that I have never had issues 

with sound whatsoever . The aircraft have never been a 

problem . I fly out of Gnoss and with this extension it will 

improve the overall safety for the residents and I think it 
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will reduce the sound l evel s . And I'm out of time for my 

parking so I wi l l wish everybody good day. Thank you. 

SUPERVISOR KINSEY: All right, you've got to f l y, 

4 Okay, with that I will close the public hearing for this and 

5 offer the opportunity for Mr. pomeroy to make any comments 

6 that he may wish to at the end of this, if you choose to. 

7 Is there anything you would care to say? 

• MR. POMEROY: No, nothing further other than closing 

9 the federal hearing. 

10 SUPERVISOR KINSEY: Okay, so both the federal 

I I hearing and the CEQA hearing for our board have been closed . 

12 In terms of next steps, I ' m looking if there are any 

13 comments that any board members-wish to make at this time, 

14 beginning with Supervisor Arnold . 

15 SUPERVISOR ARNOLD: Thank you . First, Craig, there 

16 was a statement made that said ~Ga-NOSS" and it is ~Ga-

17 NOSS", right? 

I' MR. TACKABERY : Yes . 

19 SUPERVISOR ARNOLD: I knew that. Okay . Gnoss will 

20 probably never be used, probably never be used for 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

commercial aircraft . I want to ask you to clarify, it's my 

understanding that commercial aircraf t is absolutely not an 

option, is that correct? 

MR . TACKABERY : I will look. to somebody else to -

that ' s my unders t anding but we have some other experts in 
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the room . 

2 SUPERVISOR ARNOLD : Great. 

3 MR. TACKABER¥: Maybe somebody else wants to reply 

4 about this. 

5 MR. POMEROY: Are you asking about scheduled 

6 commercial service? 

7 SUPERVISOR ARNOLD : Yes . 

8 MR • POMEROY : That would require Morin County to 

9 pursue that and seek an Operating Certificate under part 139 

10 for the airport, of our federal regulations. 

II SUPERVISOR ARNOLD : Thank you. 

12 Then I just would like to thank everybody who came 

13 today to comment on -this pI"oject. I think a lot of 

14 questions were brought up today a!ld many specifics to this 

15 project. And I would like to request and have spoken to 

16 staff and ask that they come back to the board, to our 

17 board, before the final EIR hearing to provide an 

]8 informational update on the airport . I think as we move 

19 through this process it would be beneficial to our board and 

20 the public to learn more about Gnoss operations, coses and 

21 revenues and the proposed project . 

22 I think it's important also for the public to 

23 remember that this hearing t oday is about the adequacy of 

24 the Draft EIR. we are not approving or considering the 

25 proposed project at this hearing . And approval of the EIR 
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is not even an approval of the project. I appreciate all of 

2 the people who came here today to comment, all of the 

J concerns and questions that were raised today and that will 

4 be responded to in the final EIR. 

5 SUPERVISOR KINSEY: Thank you . There are no other 

6 board members who wish to speak. Craig, is there anything 

7 that you or Rob or Sarah wish to make any final comments to 

8 our board? 

9 MR. TACKABERY , I just want to reiterate that we 

10 welcome public written comments through February 5th co 

II Doug's attention. 

12 SUPERVISOR KINSEY: And then it will be perhaps as 

Il late as che Fall before we would come back here for final __ 

14 consideration? 

05 MR . TACKABERY : Yes, most likely . 

16 SUPERVISOR KINSEY: Okay, thank you . with that we 

17 will conclude the public hearing for both the NEPA and the 

18 CEQA process and adjourn . Thank you. 

19 (Hearing adjourned a t 3 : 07 p.m.) 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 
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APPENDIX Q 
FAA RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 
HOW TO USE APPENDIX P, COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (EIS) AND DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT REPORT (EIR) AND APPENDIX Q, RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
 
As the Draft EIR and Draft EIS were circulated together during the official comment 
period, all comments on both documents are provided in Appendix P, Comments 
Received on Draft EIS/EIR.  All responses to comments are provided here in 
Appendix Q, Response to Comments.  Directions for how to use Appendix Q are 
below.  See the beginning of Appendix P, Comments Received on Draft EIS/EIR for 
instructions on how to use Appendix P, Comments Received on Draft EIS/EIR. 
 
Many commenters did not distinguish whether they were commenting on the Draft 
EIR or the Draft EIS, but instead provided comments by topic.  This response to 
comments addresses comments by topic, regardless of whether the comment was 
made on the Draft EIR or the Draft EIS, or was not specific as to which document 
was being commented upon. 
 
This appendix includes responses to agency, organization and individual comments 
that were received during the public comment period on the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement and the Draft Environmental Impact Report.  The public 
comment period extended from December 9, 2011 to February 6, 2012 and 
including a public hearing to receive comments on January 10, 2012.  During the 
public comment period a total of 169 separate comment letters and oral comments 
were received, but the total number of commenters was less than 169 as some 
commenters who submitted written comments also provided oral comments at the 
public hearing and/or submitted or cosigned more than one written comment letter.  
Comments were received from Federal, State, and local agencies, organizations, 
and individuals.  Comment letters and oral comments on the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement and Draft Environmental Impact Report are in Appendix P, 
Comments Received on Draft EIS/EIR.   
 
This Response to Comments section first provides a Detailed Master Response to 
four topics which were commented on by many commenters including the aviation 
forecast, runway length analysis, aircraft operations and aircraft noise levels, and 
induced airport growth.   
 
After the Detailed Master Responses, the responses to more specific comments are 
provided.  These specific responses to comments are organized by the 26 specific 
topics used to categorize the public comments and oral statements at the public 
hearing.  These categories are:  
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Comment 

Topic 
Description 

1 Purpose and Need 
2 Aviation Forecast 
3 Alternatives 
4 Noise 
5 Land Use 
6 Socioeconomic 
7 Secondary 
8 Air Quality 
9 Water Quality 
10 Section 4(f) 
11 Historic 
12 Fish, Wildlife, and Plants 
13 Wetlands 
14 Floodplains 
15 Energy/Public Services 
16 Light 
17 Redwood Landfill 
18 Construction 
19 Safety 
20 Runway Performance/Wind 
21 Transportation 
22 Cumulative 
23 General 
24 Support of Project 
25 No Comment 
26 Soils 

 
For example Comment 2.1 was “The runway extension = larger/more aircraft at 
DVO.”  This issue was commented on by several individuals including in written 
comments by Bonner, Dunadio, Gilkerson, Gilkerson and Nebb families, Levy, Pack, 
Silveira family, Weber and Ross, Weber, in the public hearing by Knecht for Gnoss 
Field Community Association, Wells, Gilkerskon, Pack, Bracey, Nebb, Spofford, and 
Capretta.  In every letter this comment is identified as Comment 2.1, and the 
response to this comment is shown in Table Q-1, in numerical order at Comment 
2.1.  The responses to all specific comments follow this format.   
 
Readers interested in all responses to public comments can review Appendix Q, 
Response to Comments in its entirety.  Readers only interested in responses to 
specific comment letters or statements can use the listing below to review the 
Appendix Q, Response to Comments for responses to all comments received from a 
specific commenter in the order they were made in the commenter’s letter.   
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NAME ORGANIZATION (IF ANY) DATE COMMENT NUMBERS 
Kathleen Martyn Goforth U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency 
2/6/2012 3.1, 3.2, 3.7, 1.1, 3.2, 3.2, 1.3, 13.1, 

13.2, 3.2, 13.3, 13.2, 14.3, 3.2, 14.3, 
19.1, 5.1, 19.1, 5.1, 7.1, 7.1, 2.1, 7.1, 
4.2, 3.4, 3.5 

Gregor Blackburn Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA) 

12/21/2011 14.1, 14.2, 14.9, 14.10, 14.11,  

Gary Arnold California Department of 
Transportation (CDOT) 

12/19/2011 21.1, 21.2, 21.3, 21.3 

Carl Wilcox California Department of Fish and 
Game 

1/9/2012 23.1, 12.1, 12.2, 12.3, 3.6, 12.4, 12.5, 
5.1, 12.7, 12.8, 12.8, 12.9, 13.5, 13.6, 
13.7, 13.8, 13.9, 13.10, 14.4, 14.5, 14.6, 
14.7 

LTC Kenneth M. Koop California Air National Guard (CANG) 1/12/2012 No Comments 
Mark Janofsky County of Marin (MARIN) 2/6/2012 5.1, 5.2, 5.3, 17.1, 17.2, 17.1, 17.3, 17.4, 

17.5, 5.4, 17.1, 17.4, 17.5, 17.3, 17.6, 
17.7, 17.8, 17.7, 9.2, 17.2, 17.1, 17.7, 
17.1, 17.1, 17.9, 17.6, 17.7, 17.8 

Osha R. Merserve RLI 2/6/2012 23.4, 23.8, 5.2, 5.2, 5.2, 5.9, 17.5, 17.7, 
17.7, 17.10 

Chris DeGabriele North Marin Water District (NMWD) 12/6/2011 9.1 
Elizabeth Dunn City of Novato 2/6/2012 4.3, 4.4, 6.1, 6.2, 6.3, 22.1, 19.2, 23.2 
Robert Patterson City of Petaluma 2/3/2012 4.1 
Susan Stompe Marin Conservation League (MCL) 2/6/2012 2.1, 13.2, 13.11, 14.3, 14.3, 14.8, 4.3, 

4.5, 9.3, 9.4, 13.11, 2.1, 4.2, 4.5, 10.1, 
19.3 

Barbara Salzman and Phil 
Peterson 

Marin Audubon Society (MAS) 2/6/2012 23.3, 3.7, 3.6, 5.5, 2.2, 2.3, 19.2, 20.2, 
2.4, 20.6, 26.1, 4.6, 5.1, 5.6, 12.10, 10.2, 
13.3, 13.12, 12.6, 13.13, 13.11, 13.11, 
13.14, 13.15, 3.8, 2.1, 2.3, 2.5, 13.7, 5.7, 
13.2, 26.2, 26.2, 26.2, 26.2, 13.16, 
12.11, 13.12, 13.15, 13.11, 13.11, 13.17, 
13.11, 13.12, 12.12, 1311, 12.13, 13.3, 
18.1, 4.7, 13.11 
 

Board of Directors Gnoss Field Community Association 
(GFCA) 

2/4/2012 24, 4.18, 4.18, 2.6, 2.6, 20.13, 2.1, 2.1, 
22.2, 2.1, 2.1, 2.6, 4.18, 19.4, 4.20, 4.18, 
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NAME ORGANIZATION (IF ANY) DATE COMMENT NUMBERS 
C. Henry Barner Black Point Improvement Club 

(BPIC) 
1/4/2012 2.3, 23.5, 2.1, 23.6, 4.5 

Wright Bass Bass 1/10/2012 4.10, 20.5, 4.11, 4.12, 19.4, 16.1, 19.4 
Jacqueline A. Bonner Bonner 2/6/2012 4.5, 3.9, 3.10, 2.1, 3.2 
David Donadio Donadio 1/10/2012 2.1, 4.8, 4.5 
Jim Duckworth Duckworth 2/3/2012 24, 19.4, 19.4, 20.4, 19.4, 4.9, 4.9, 24 
Christopher Gilkerson Gilkerson 2/6/2012 1.6, 1.4, 20.1, 3.3, 2.1, 4.14, 4.8/4.13, 

4.5/4.15, 1.6, 20.1, 1.3, 1.8, 20.8, 20.11, 
20.10, 20.9, 20.8, 20.10, 20.12, 3.9, 3.2, 
3.3, 2.1/2.2, 4.2a, 4.2, 4.14, 4.5/4.15, 
4.21, 5.1/5.6, 13.19, 3.2, 3.2, 3.12, 3.13, 
14.3, 14.3, 23.4 

Dr. Richard Levy Levy 2/6/2012 4.5, 16.2, 2.1, 1.5, 3.2, 4.13, 4.5, 3.3, 
2.1, 20.1, 22.2 

Edward A. Mainland Mainland 2/5/2012 14.3 
Rod Mehrten Mehrten 1/22/2012 24 
Steven Nebb Nebb  3.2, 20.9, 2.1, 2.1, 20.8, 1.3, 1.7, 20.9, 

3.3, 20.9, 20.10, 20.8, 20.12, 3.2, 3.5, 
4.17 

Robert Pack Pack  1.3, 2.1, 19.5, 19.5, 1.3, 20.7, 19.6, 1.3, 
1.4, 3.11 

Charles Roell Roell 1/10/2012 20.4, 4.9, 19.4 
Barbara Rozen Rozen 1/7/2012 13.18, 12.4, 10.3 
Anthony and Lorraine 
Silveira 

Silveira Ranches 2/3/2012 4.16, 2.1, 5.8, 23.7 

Jeannette Weber, Duncan 
and Betsy Ross, Leslie 
Weber 

Ross/Weber 2/6/2012 2.1, 1.5, 3.2, 4.13, 4.5, 3.3, 2.1, 20.1, 
22.2 

Leslie and Chris Weber Weber 2/6/2012 20.8, 3.3, 3.2, 3.3, 2.1, 2.1, 4.8, 3.10, 
4.2, 23.4, 4.2 

Joyce B. Wells Wells 1/12/2012 19.4 
Steven Knecht Gnoss Field Community Association 

(GFCA) 
1/10/2012 24, 4.18, 4.19, 22.2, 2.6, 2.7, 2.1, 19.4 

Susan Stompe Stompe 1/10/2012 20.3, 2.1, 13.20, 14.3 
Joyce Wells Wells 1/10/2012 19.4 
Jackie Bonner Bonner 1/10/2012 1.5, 4.5, 4.13, 4.8, 3.3, 2.1, 20.1, 22.3 
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NAME ORGANIZATION (IF ANY) DATE COMMENT NUMBERS 
Christopher Gilkerson Gilkerson 1/10/2012 1.6, 1.4, 20.1, 3.2, 3.3, 2.1, 4.14, 

2.1/2.2,  
Rob Pack Pack 1/10/2012 1.3, 1.4, 19.5, 2.1, 1.2 
Clarence Bracey Bracey 1/10/2012 4.8, 4.13, 5.10, 5.1, 2.1, 4.8 
Steven Nebb Nebb 1/10/2012 1.5, 20.9, 20.9, 3.3, 20.11, 20.10, 20.1, 

1.3, 1.7,2.1, 4.8 
Bob Spofford Spofford 1/10/2012 2.1, 23.9 
Patricia Capretta Capretta 1/10/2012 2.1, 19.7, 4.5 
Dr. Richard Levy Levy 1/10/2012 4.5, 16.2 
Rich Elb Elb 1/10/2012 4.5, 19.4, 4.19 
Kirk Heiser Heiser 1/10/2012 4.22, 19.4, 4.9 
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MASTER RESPONSE 
 
Many commenters on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental 
Report (EIS/EIR) contend that the extension of Runway 13/31 at Gnoss Field 
Airport (DVO or Airport) from 3,300 feet to 4,400 feet would stimulate an increase 
in aircraft takeoffs and landings (operations or aviation activity) at the Airport.  
Many commenters assert that an 1,100 foot runway extension is longer than 
needed for the aviation fleet mix at DVO, and will result in the Airport being able to 
accommodate more and larger aircraft not currently able to use DVO.  
The commenters contend this change in the overall DVO aircraft fleet mix from 
smaller to larger aircraft would result in a significant increase in aircraft noise, 
particularly in the residential communities south of the Airport.  In some cases the 
commenters stated that these residential neighborhoods are already significantly 
impacted by noise.  The responses to these comments are provided below, and are 
referenced as part of the response to individual commenters.  
 
TOPIC 1 – AVIATION FORECAST 
 
The Draft EIS/EIR Aviation Forecast underestimates future aviation activity at DVO 
because the extension of Runway 13/31 would stimulate an increase in aircraft 
takeoffs and landings (operations or aviation activity) not accounted for in the 
forecast.   
 
TOPIC 1 – AVIATION FORECAST RESPONSE 
 
In general, forecasting general aviation demand entails combining historical activity 
with national and regional (local) trends, aircraft orders, and tenant/user input.  
General aviation demand combines several types of activity including personal, 
business, recreational, flight training, police/emergency services, and air taxi.  Each 
of these types of activity is influenced differently by general economic conditions 
and specific items such as fuel prices.  Population and business growth (or decline) 
in the region also influences the level of activity.  Once regional demand is 
projected, where that demand will be served must be estimated.  General aviation 
activity is served by a combination of commercial service airports, reliever airports, 
general aviation airports, heliports, and private facilities.  Airport activity forecasts 
and airport fleet mix are not solely determined by or directly dependent upon the 
length of an airport’s runway.  While a 4,400-foot long runway could accommodate 
a different fleet mix than a 3,300-foot long runway; the length of the runway is only 
one factor that determines the types of aircraft that would use any given airport.  
At DVO, aviation activity is forecast to increase whether or not the runway is 
extended.  Therefore, the length of a runway is not directly correlated to the level 
of aviation activity at DVO.   
 
The Aviation Activity Forecast developed for the EIS (included as Appendix C, 
Aviation Activity Forecast to the documents) presents the forecast of aviation 
demand for DVO, which was developed to provide an analysis of historical activity 
at the Airport and as a basis for forecasting future activity levels.  The forecast is 
“unconstrained” and as such does not take facility constraints or other outside 
limiting factors into consideration.  In other words, for purposes of estimating 
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future demand, the forecast assumes facilities can be provided to meet the 
demand.  Therefore the aviation activity forecast is not dependent on the existing 
or future characteristics (size, runway length, aircraft fleet mix, number of hangars, 
etc.) of the Airport, but on other factors within the region the DVO serves. 
 
The forecast analysis is based on historic data and the underlying socio-economic 
conditions of the area, as well as consideration of the role that the Airport plays in 
the region.  The forecast follows standard FAA forecast guidance included in the 
FAA’s Office of Aviation Policy and Plans (APO), Forecasting Aviation Activity by 
Airport, dated July 2001.  DVO is classified as a “Reliever Airport” by the FAA, which 
means that DVO is a high-capacity General Aviation (GA) airport in a metropolitan 
area.  Reliever airports provide general aviation pilots with attractive alternatives to 
using congested commercial service airports and provide general aviation access to 
the surrounding area.  DVO and other general aviation airports in the San Francisco 
Bay area designated as reliever airports serve to reduce congestion at 
San Francisco International Airport, Oakland International Airport, and San Jose 
International Airport.  DVO exclusively serves GA and air taxi activity and does not 
have any scheduled commercial passenger air service.  Typical GA activity includes 
recreational and flight training activities, business travel, news reporting, traffic 
observation, environmental surveys, police patrol, and emergency medical 
evacuations.  Air taxi activity typically includes “for hire” aircraft chartered for 
specific trips on an on-demand basis.  Air taxi operations are usually made up of 
larger GA aircraft, such as turboprop aircraft and an array of corporate jets.   
 
The forecast includes an analysis of the GA demand in the geographic area that 
DVO serves.  The number of aircraft based at DVO is forecast to increase by 
1.4 percent annually from 2008 through 2027, regardless of runway length.  
The type of based aircraft at DVO is expected to follow national projections, which 
points towards a greater number of jet aircraft.  In general, jet aircraft can be flown 
a greater distance before refueling and tend to provide more flexibility in terms of 
passenger/cargo loads.  In addition, the market for privately owned propeller driven 
aircraft has been stagnant as the ability of people to purchase aircraft has 
decreased.  The result is that most of the growth in the GA manufacturing market 
has been seen in corporate ownership, which tends to choose aircraft with jet 
engines.   
 
Similarly, aircraft operations at DVO are forecast to increase from 
85,500 operations in 2008 to 124,300 operations in 2027 representing an average 
annual growth rate of 2.0 percent.  This growth is consistent with the FAA 
Aerospace Forecast Fiscal Years 2008-2025 which was the latest data available 
when the aviation activity forecasts for DVO were prepared.  The FAA uses 
estimates of fleet size, hours flown, and utilization from the General Aviation and 
Air Taxi Activity and Avionics Survey (GA Survey) as baseline figures upon which 
assumed growth rates determined from local demand were applied.  As discussed 
above, based aircraft are expected to trend more towards jet aircraft; however 
based aircraft are not directly correlated to the number of operations that are flown 
by each aircraft type.  For example, an airport that has a flight school may have 
two or three small single-engine piston aircraft based at the airport.  But, the 
number of daily operations by each of those training aircraft may be four or five 
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times the number of daily operations by a jet aircraft based at the airport.  As a 
result, while aircraft operations are expected to increase, the operations are 
expected to be performed by the same or similar to the aircraft fleet that operates 
today and the percentage of operations by each aircraft category (single-engine 
piston, multi-engine piston, turbine, and helicopter) is assumed to remain 
unchanged throughout the forecast period.  
 
The FAA has found that aviation activity increases and decreases as the United 
States and world economic activity increases and decreases.  The FAA annually 
produces a national aerospace forecast report that forecasts aviation activity for a 
20-year period1.  These forecasts have found that fundamentally the demand for 
aviation is driven by economic activity.  That is, aviation activity typically responds 
to economic demand rather than creates economic demand.  The forecast for a 
specific airport, such as the DVO Aviation Activity Forecast included in Appendix C, 
Aviation Activity Forecast of this EIS, is influenced by the same economic factors as 
the national aerospace forecast.   
 
Separate from this EIS, the Regional Airport Planning Committee, comprised of 
representatives of the Metropolitan Transportation Commission, the Bay 
Conservation and Development Commission, and the Association of Bay Area 
Governments, assessed the viability of San Francisco Bay area general aviation 
airports to provide scheduled passenger air service facilities to relieve congestion at 
San Francisco International Airport, Oakland International Airport, and San Jose 
International Airports.  Their 2011 update of the Regional Airport System Planning 
Analysis found that DVO and other similar general aviation airports in the region 
would not have the air passenger demand to support scheduled passenger service.  
The region’s general aviation airports do divert small aircraft traffic from the large 
airports with scheduled passenger air service.  In doing so, they constitute an 
important part of the region’s approach to mitigating runway congestion problems.2 
 
As a public use airport, DVO is available to all aircraft that can be accommodated by 
its facilities.  Although the Airport is classified as a B-I airport, and is designed for 
use by aircraft with a wingspan of less than 49 feet, and an aircraft approach speed 
of 91 to 120 knots, aircraft larger than the critical aircraft currently operate at the 
Airport and are expected to continue to do so in the future.  Furthermore, these 
larger aircraft will likely continue to operate at DVO with or without implementation 
of Alternative B or Alternative D.  Larger aircraft using DVO typically have 
limitations on their operating capabilities at DVO such as being limited below their 
full payload of passengers, cargo, or fuel, especially during takeoff, similar to the 
limitations on the critical aircraft for DVO, the Cessna 525.   
 
It is possible owners or pilots who use one size of aircraft now, could choose to use 
larger size aircraft in the future if Alternative B or Alternative D is implemented.  
However, as FAA aerospace activity forecasting has found over many years of 
                                                           
1  FAA Aerospace Forecasts at 

www.faa.gov/about/office_org/headquarters_offices/apl/aviation_forecasts/ 
2  Regional Airport System Planning Analysis 2011 Update, Volume 1: Final Report, prepared by 

Regional Airport Planning Committee (Metropolitan Transportation Commission, Bay 
Conservation and Development Commission, and Association of Bay Area Governments), 
September 2011. 
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evaluation that aviation activity increases in response to other types of economic 
activity, rather than creates other economic activity, it is more likely that the 
aircraft fleet mix at DVO already accurately reflects the local economic demand for 
aviation activity, including aviation user choices regarding their preferred size of 
aircraft.  This is because those aviation users who prefer using DVO but require 
larger aircraft for a specific activity can still access DVO under current conditions by 
reducing their payload or fuel.   
 
TOPIC 2 – RUNWAY LENGTH ANALYSIS 
 
Some commenters asserted that an 1,100-foot runway extension is longer than 
justified for the aviation fleet mix at DVO.  Commenters stated that the required 
runway length for DVO was incorrectly calculated and that the purpose and need for 
the project on which the runway length analysis was based was unnecessarily 
narrow.  Commenters also stated that the appropriate FAA guidance regarding 
determining runway length was not followed.   
 
TOPIC 2 – RUNWAY LENGTH ANALYSIS RESPONSE 
 
In response to these comments Appendix D, Runway Length Analysis was reviewed.  
While the results of this review were to reconfirm that an 1,100-foot runway 
extension is justified, Appendix D, Runway Length Analysis has been clarified 
regarding why an 1,100-foot runway extension is justified, why the determination 
of runway length is consistent with FAA guidance, and provide additional 
clarification as to how the length of the proposed runway extension was 
established.   
 
FAA Order 5090.3C, Field Formulation of the National Plan of Integrated Airport 
Systems (NPIAS) identifies that airport dimensional standards such as runway 
length and width, separation standards (distances) between runways and taxiways, 
surface gradients, and similar dimensions should be selected to be appropriate for 
the “critical aircraft” that will make “substantial use” of the airport in the planning 
period for improvements.   
 
An aircraft is called the “critical aircraft” because it is the most “demanding” aircraft 
in terms of the physical dimensions of the airport such as the length and width of 
the runways and taxiways, and separation distance between runways and taxiways 
required for that aircraft to operate at the airport.  “Substantial use” of a general 
aviation airport is defined as 500 or more annual itinerant operations.  For DVO, the 
critical aircraft was determined to be the Cessna 525 business jet, and so the 
justified runway length for DVO was established based on the requirements of this 
aircraft.  See Appendix D, Runway Length Analysis, Attachment 1, Basis for 
Determination of the Critical Aircraft for DVO, for more information regarding the 
designation of the Cessna 525 as the critical aircraft for DVO.   
 
 
During the preparation of this EIS, FAA Advisory Circular (AC) 150/5325-4B, 
Runway Length Requirements for Airport Design was used to verify an appropriate 
runway length to meet the requirements of the critical aircraft at DVO.  For airport 
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projects receiving Federal funding, the use of the methods described in  
FAA AC 150/5325-4B, Runway Length Requirements for Airport Design to determine 
runway length is mandatory.  FAA AC 150/5325-4B Paragraphs 502 to 509 and FAA 
AC 150/5325-4B Table 5-1, identify eight specific variable factors that affect runway 
length that must be considered in determining the recommended runway length for 
an airport.  These are: 
 

 Airplane Type 

 Flap Setting 

 Operating Weights (for Takeoff and Landing) 

 Airport Elevation 

 Temperature 

 Wind 

 Runway Surface Conditions 

 Difference in Centerline Elevation (i.e., is the runway level or does it slope 
from one end to the other producing uphill and downhill conditions). 

 
For aircraft with a Maximum Certificated Takeoff Weight (MTOW) of 60,000 pounds 
or less, such as the critical aircraft for this project, the Cessna 525 business jet, 
FAA AC 150/5325-4B, Paragraph 202, Design Approach, provides two methods for 
considering the eight factors described above and additional factors to determine a 
recommended runway length.  Airport planners can either use the appropriate 
“runway length curves” in FAA AC 150/5325-4B for the weight and characteristics of 
an individual critical aircraft or a “family grouping” of critical aircraft under 
consideration, or the airport planner can determine the necessary runway length 
from an airport planning manual (APM) for a specific critical aircraft.   
 
Some Commenters reviewed the Draft EIS/EIR and concluded a 4,400-foot runway 
was excessively long.  Some Commenters provided no basis for their conclusion 
while others stated that the Table 2-1 Runway Length Curves in FAA AC 150/5325-
4B showed that only a shorter runway was necessary.  Using the generalized 
runway length curves from Table 2-1 of the FAA AC 150/5325-4B is one of the two 
methods allowed by FAA AC 150/5325-4B to establish the necessary runway length 
for an airport.   
 
However, because the Cessna 525 has a more demanding runway length 
requirement than what is shown for the B-I family grouping in Figure 2-1 Runway 
Length Curves of FAA AC 150/5325-4B, a specific APM for the Cessna 525 was used 
to establish the appropriate runway length for DVO.  This alternative runway length 
calculation method allowed by FAA AC 150/5325-4B is more specific to the 
capabilities of a particular aircraft, in this case the critical aircraft for DVO, the 
Cessna 525.  Therefore, the use of the APM for the Cessna 525 for the 
determination of runway length at DVO is preferable to use of the Table 2-1 of FAA 
AC 150/5325-4B because it establishes the necessary runway length based on the 
capabilities of the specific critical aircraft for DVO, the Cessna 525.   
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A summary of how the Cessna 525 APM was used to determine the necessary 
runway length for the runway at DVO to accommodate the Cessna 525 under hot 
weather and other adverse weather conditions is shown in Table 2-2 of Chapter 
Two, Purpose and Need, of the Final EIS.  A detailed description of how the Cessna 
525 APM was used to determine the necessary runway length for the DVO runway is 
included in Appendix D, Runway Length Analysis, of the Final EIS.   
 
The existing runway at DVO is 3,300 feet long and as a result cannot fully 
accommodate the operations of the critical aircraft, the Cessna 525.  Therefore, the 
purpose of the Sponsor’s Proposed Project is to allow existing aircraft, as 
represented by the critical aircraft at DVO, to operate at Maximum Gross Take Off 
Weight under hot weather and other adverse weather conditions.  As described in 
Appendix D, Runway Length Analysis, of the Final EIS, an 1,100-foot runway 
extension of the existing 3,300-foot existing runway to provide a total runway 
length of 4,400 feet is necessary to meet the purpose and need of this project.   
 
Some Commenters objected to the runway length determination for DVO because 
they considered it to be based on a purpose and need that had been defined too 
narrowly.  However, the purpose and need for the Sponsor’s Proposed Project is 
consistent with the FAA’s guidance in FAA Order 5090.3C, Field Formulation of the 
National Plan of Integrated Airport Systems (NPIAS) to provide the runway length 
that is appropriate for the critical aircraft that makes substantial use of an airport.  
Also FAA AC 150/5325-4B, Paragraph 103, identifies the design goal for the length 
of an airport’s primary runway as “The design objective for the main primary 
runway is to provide a runway length for all airplanes that will regularly use it 
without causing operational weight restrictions.”  That is, the critical aircraft for an 
airport should be able to use the primary runway at that airport under all conditions 
without operational weight restrictions.   
 
This EIS addresses accommodating the most demanding aircraft (i.e., the critical 
aircraft), which makes substantial use of DVO in hot weather and other adverse 
weather conditions.  The proposed runway extension has not been designed to 
accommodate other larger aircraft with similar limitations because the FAA’s 
guidance in FAA Order 5090.3C, Field Formulation of the National Plan of Integrated 
Airport Systems, is only to support development of additional aviation facilities to 
accommodate aircraft that make substantial use of an airport.  In conclusion, the 
Sponsor’s determination of runway length for this project is consistent with FAA 
guidance regarding how an airport’s primary runway should be able to 
accommodate the critical aircraft at that airport.   
 
TOPIC 3 – AIRCRAFT OPERATIONS AND NOISE LEVELS 
 
Many commenters contend the runway extension would result in changes in the 
overall DVO aircraft fleet mix from smaller to larger aircraft, which in turn would 
result in an increase in aircraft noise that should be considered a significant impact 
on the environment, particularly in the residential communities south of the Airport.  
In some cases the commenters stated that these residential neighborhoods are 
already significantly impacted by noise. 
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TOPIC 3 – AIRCRAFT OPERATIONS AND NOISE LEVELS RESPONSE 
 
As discussed under Topic Response 1 above, aviation activity at DVO is expected to 
increase whether or not a runway extension is constructed.  The Draft EIS 
evaluated whether increases in noise under the No Action Alternative, Alternative B 
or Alternative D would represent a significant impact on the environment.   
 
The determination of what noise level represents a significant noise impact on the 
environment has been the subject of extensive study.  As described in Appendix E, 
Noise, nationally the FAA uses the noise metric identified by the Federal 
Interagency Committee on Noise (FICON) and the FAA Report to Congress on the 
Effects of Aircraft Noise to quantify potential noise impacts.  Nationally, the noise 
metric used is Day/Night Average Sound Level (DNL).  However in California, the 
FAA uses the noise metric Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL), which is 
similar to DNL, but assumes that aircraft noise during the hours of 7:00 P.M. to 
10:00 P.M. is more annoying than aircraft noise between 7:00 AM and 7:00 PM.  
Both the DNL and CNEL noise metrics assume that noise between 10:00 PM and 
7:00 AM is more annoying than noise between 7:00 AM and 7:00 PM.   
 
Based on the extensive research and evaluation, the FAA uses the 65 decibel (dB) 
CNEL as the threshold of significant noise impacts in urban and residential settings 
such as those near DVO.  A significant noise impact is considered to occur for an 
EIS alternative if the noise impact analysis for that alternative shows that noise 
sensitive areas would experience an increase in noise of CNEL 1.5 dB or more at or 
above CNEL 65 dB as compared to the No Action Alternative.  As described above 
and in Appendix E, Noise, noise levels below CNEL 65 dB are defined as not 
significant.  Noise levels must increase by 1.5 dB CNEL to be at or above 65 dB 
CNEL to be considered significant because the human ear cannot generally perceive 
changes in noise levels less than 1.5 dB CNEL.  The FAA recognizes that particular 
individuals may be sensitive or, or annoyed by, noise below the CNEL noise 
significance thresholds.  However, in accordance with FAA guidance and based on 
the findings of the FICON and subsequent FAA evaluation the FAA uses 65 dB CNEL 
noise metric as its threshold for determining significant noise impacts.   
 
The FAA uses a computer model, the Integrated Noise Model (INM) to determine 
what areas on or adjacent to an airport experience noise levels of 65 dB CNEL or 
above.  The results of that analysis for this EIS are provided in Chapter Five, 
Environmental Consequences, Section 5.1 and Appendix E, Noise.  As discussed in 
Section 5.1, no noise sensitive areas, including the residential areas south of DVO, 
would be subjected to noise levels at or above 65 dB CNEL under the No Action 
Alternative, Alternative B, or Alternative D.   
 
 
It seems a logical assumption that larger aircraft would be louder than smaller 
aircraft, but the reality is that this assumption is not always true.  There are a 
number of factors that affect the noise level produced by an aircraft, including 
engine type (jet vs. propeller), age of the engine, shape of the airframe/wings, 
altitude, and distance from the receptor (person hearing the noise).  These factors 
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have a much greater effect on aircraft noise levels than simply the size of the 
aircraft.   
 
In the previous section, it was stated that the critical aircraft at DVO is the Cessna 
525, which falls in the FAA’s B-I design category.  Although this is the design 
aircraft for planning purposes, it is certainly not the only aircraft that operates at 
DVO; nor is it the largest.  Aircraft in larger design categories do operate at the 
Airport today; however, they are restricted in their ability to operate efficiently or to 
certain destinations due to the current length of the existing runway, as well as the 
runway width, pavement strength, and runway to taxiway separation.  All of these 
play a part in a pilot’s decision of where to operate an aircraft.  Additional factors 
that pilots consider are the Airport’s availability of services and parking options and 
the pilot’s/passengers’ need to access a particular area. 
 
While there were concerns expressed about additional noise generated by the 
Sponsor’s Proposed Project, the environmental analysis found that the project 
would not result in a significant increase in noise and there would be noise benefits 
associated with the runway extension to the north.  Specifically, the extension to 
the north would allow aircraft to gain altitude quicker when departing to the south, 
which would allow them to either be higher when approaching noise sensitive areas 
to the south of the Airport, or to turn sooner to avoid the radio towers to the east.  
In either case, the northern extension of the runway provides an opportunity for a 
reduction in aircraft noise in those areas to the south of the Airport because 
departing aircraft would be farther away from people living in the area.  As 
discussed above, distance from the aircraft is directly correlated to noise levels on 
the ground.   
 
TOPIC 4 – INDUCED OFF-AIRPORT GROWTH 
 
Many commenters suggested that extending the runway would induce off-airport 
growth and that this was not captured in the Draft EIS/EIR  
 
TOPIC 4 – INDUCED OFF-AIRPORT GROWTH RESPONSE 
 
DVO exclusively serves GA and air taxi activity and does not have any scheduled 
commercial passenger air service.  The purpose of the Sponsor’s Proposed Project is 
allow the existing aircraft, as represented by the critical aircraft, the Cessna 525, to 
operate at Maximum Gross Takeoff Weight under hot weather and other adverse 
weather conditions.  Gnoss Field cannot become a commercial service airport with 
scheduled airline service, as a result of the proposed runway extension alone.  The 
Airport would need to obtain a 14 CFR Part 139 certificate in order for DVO to 
become a commercial service airport with scheduled airline service.  To obtain a 
certificate, an airport must agree to certain operational and safety standards and 
provide for such things as firefighting and rescue equipment.  These requirements 
vary depending on the size of the airport and the type of flights available.  If Marin 
County decides to apply for a Part 139 certificate a separate CEQA/NEPA document 
would be required.   
 



GNOSS FIELD AIRPORT 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FINAL 

Landrum & Brown Appendix Q – Response to Comments 
June 2014  Page Q-15 

Separate from this EIS, the Regional Airport Planning Committee, comprised of 
representatives of the Metropolitan Transportation Commission, the Bay 
Conservation and Development Commission, and the Association of Bay Area 
Governments, assessed the viability of San Francisco Bay area general aviation 
airports to provide scheduled passenger air service facilities to relieve congestion at 
San Francisco International Airport, Oakland International Airport, and San Jose 
International Airports.  Their 2011 update of the Regional Airport System Planning 
Analysis found that DVO and other similar general aviation airports in the region 
would not have the air passenger demand to support scheduled passenger service.  
The region’s general aviation airports do divert small aircraft traffic from the large 
airports with scheduled passenger air service.  In doing so, they constitute an 
important part of the region’s approach to mitigating runway congestion problems3   
 
The Sponsor’s Proposed Project is not intended or expected to cause an 
unforecasted growth in aircraft operations at DVO.  Further, the Sponsor’s Proposed 
Project would not involve additional expansion or extension of infrastructure 
facilities or roadways that could induce unplanned growth adjacent to DVO, nor is 
the Sponsor’s Proposed Project anticipated to induce additional growth on vacant 
industrially zoned land near the Airport or other developable land in the region.  
Therefore, the environmental analysis found that the proposed runway extension 
would not result in an increase in forecasted airport operations or change in aircraft 
fleet mix beyond that anticipated for the No Action Alternative.   
 
Implementation of Alternative A (No Action) will have no effect on the number of 
operations at DVO.   Likewise, an 1,100-foot extension of the runway (Alternatives 
B and D) is unlikely to induce any increase in airport operations.  The contribution 
of aviation infrastructure, such as runways, taxiways, apron area, and hangers, 
contribute at most only incidental growth in operations at an airport, unless the 
airport is already capacity constrained.  This is not the case at DVO.  National and 
regional economic cycles have much more of an effect on aircraft operations than 
aviation infrastructure.  
 
Annually, the FAA produces a national aerospace forecast report that forecasts 
aviation activity for a 20-year period4.  These forecasts have found the demand for 
aviation is driven by economic activity.  That is, aviation activity typically responds 
to economic demand rather than creates economic demand.  The forecast for a 
specific airport, such as the DVO Aviation Activity Forecast included in Appendix C, 
Aviation Activity Forecast of this EIS, is influenced by the same economic factors as 
the national aerospace forecast.   
 
With regard to fleet mix, as a public use airport DVO is available to all aircraft that 
can be accommodated by its facilities.  Although the Airport is classified as a B-I 
airport, (i.e., designed for use by aircraft with a wingspan of less than 49 feet and 
approach speeds of 91 to 120 knots), aircraft larger than the critical aircraft 
                                                           
3  Regional Airport System Planning Analysis 2011 Update, Volume 1: Final Report, prepared by 

Regional Airport Planning Committee (Metropolitan Transportation Commission, Bay 
Conservation and Development Commission, and Association of Bay Area Governments), 
September 2011. 

4  FAA Aerospace Forecasts at 
www.faa.gov/about/office_org/headquarters_offices/apl/aviation_forecasts/ 
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currently operate at the airport and are expected to continue to do so in the future.  
Furthermore, these larger aircraft will likely continue to operate at DVO with or 
without implementation of Alternative B or Alternative D.  Larger aircraft using DVO 
typically have limitations on their operating capabilities at DVO such as being 
limited below their full payload of passengers, cargo, or fuel, especially during 
takeoff, similar to the limitations on the critical aircraft for DVO, the Cessna 525.   
 
It is possible owners or pilots who use one size of aircraft now, could choose to use 
larger size aircraft in the future if Alternative B or Alternative D is implemented.  
However, as FAA aerospace activity forecasting has found over many years of 
evaluation that aviation activity increases in response to other types of economic 
activity, rather than creates other economic activity, it is more likely that the 
aircraft fleet mix at DVO already accurately reflects the local economic demand for 
aviation activity, including aviation user choices regarding their preferred size of 
aircraft.  This is because those aviation users who prefer using DVO but require 
larger aircraft for a specific activity can still access DVO under current conditions by 
reducing their payload or fuel.   
 
In order to evaluate the potential environmental impacts of owners or pilots 
choosing to use larger aircraft at DVO as a result of implementing Alternative B or 
Alternative D, an analysis of air quality and noise impacts utilizing the 2023 forecast 
was prepared. The 2023 forecast included a higher level of demand and changes in 
fleet mix as compared to 2018. The EIS found that future growth in aviation activity 
would not result in significant impacts under 2023 operating levels in Section 5.1, 
Noise and Section 5.5, Air Quality.  Therefore, even if construction of the runway 
extension resulted in increased aviation activity and changes in fleet that exceeded 
the level forecasted for DVO in 2018, it would not result in a significant impact 
associated with induced airport activity.  As described in more detail in Section 5.4, 
implementation of Alternative A (No Action), Alternative B (Sponsor’s Proposed 
Project), or Alternative D, would not result in significant secondary (induced) 
impacts. 
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Table Q-1 
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
Gnoss Field Airport 
 
To ensure there is no misunderstanding by the reader, the general comment numbers by environmental topic are 
shown consecutively on the left column of this table.  There are several environmental topics for which no public 
comments were received.  These are marked “No Comment Received”.  These topics were included for 
completeness. 
 
Table begins on next page 
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COMMENT # COMMENT/SUBJECT COMMENTER RESPONSE 
1 Purpose and Need     

1.1 

Purpose and need is 
narrowly defined and all 
practicable alternatives 
were not considered.  
Elsewhere in the Draft EIS, 
the identified purpose is to 
provide the necessary 
runway length for existing 
users to more efficiently 
use the airport. 

USEPA 

Please see the Master Response, Topic 2 regarding the FAA 
requirements for airport improvements.  Chapter Two, 
Purpose and Need of the Final EIS has been clarified to 
more clearly state Marin County’s (Sponsor’s) purpose and 
need for the project.  The Sponsor’s purpose and need for 
the project is to allow existing aircraft, as represented by 
the critical aircraft at DVO, the Cessna 525, to operate at 
Maximum Gross Take Off Weight under hot weather and 
other adverse weather conditions.   
 

The FAA's statutory mission and purpose and need is to 
ensure the safe and efficient use of navigable airspace in 
the U.S.  The FAA must ensure that the Sponsor’s 
Proposed Project does not derogate the safety of aircraft 
and airport operations at DVO.   
 

The FAA’s purpose and need is consistent with FAA Order 
5090.3C, Field Formulation of the National Plan of 
Integrated Airport Systems (NPIAS), which identifies that 
airport dimensional standards such as runway length and 
width, separation standards (distances) between runways 
and taxiways, surface gradients, and similar dimensions 
should be selected to be appropriate for the “critical 
aircraft” that will make “substantial use” of the airport in 
the planning period for improvements.   
The Appendix D, Runway Length Analysis in the Final EIS 
has been clarified regarding the required runway length for 
the critical aircraft.  The runway length analysis concluded 
a total runway length of 4,400 feet is required for the 
critical aircraft, the Cessna 525.  Project alternatives that 
do not provide for a total runway length of 4,400 feet do 
not meet the purpose and need for this project and are not 
prudent and reasonable.  Alternatives that are not prudent 
and reasonable do not need to be evaluated in detail in the 
Final EIS. 
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COMMENT # COMMENT/SUBJECT COMMENTER RESPONSE 

1.2 Purpose of the project is to 
make $$$ Robert Pack 

Comment Noted.  Please see the Master Response, Topic 2 
regarding the FAA requirements regarding the purpose and 
need for airport improvements.  Chapter Two, Purpose and 
Need of the Final EIS has been clarified to more clearly 
state Marin County’s (Sponsor’s) and the FAA’s purpose 
and need for the project.  The Sponsor’s purpose and need 
for the project is to allow existing aircraft, as represented 
by the critical aircraft at DVO, the Cessna 525, to operate 
at Maximum Gross Take Off Weight under hot weather and 
other adverse weather conditions.   
 
The FAA's statutory mission and purpose and need is to 
ensure the safe and efficient use of navigable airspace in 
the U.S.  The FAA must ensure that the Sponsor’s 
Proposed Project does not derogate the safety of aircraft 
and airport operations at DVO. 

1.3 

Error saying majority of 
fleet cannot operate during 
standard and hot weather 
on 3,300 feet, only benefits 
small percentage (1%). 
Final EIS should identify the 
number and percentage of 
aircraft flights that would 
benefit from the extension. 

USEPA, Sharon 
Nebb, Steven Nebb, 
Christopher 
Gilkerson, Susan 
Mathews, Robert 
Pack, Steven Nebb 

Chapter Two, Purpose and Need of the Final EIS has been 
clarified to explain that the Sponsor’s and FAA’s purpose 
and need is consistent with FAA Order 5090.3C, Field 
Formulation of the National Plan of Integrated Airport 
Systems (NPIAS), which identifies that airport dimensional 
standards such as runway length and width, separation 
standards (distances) between runways and taxiways, 
surface gradients, and similar dimensions should be 
selected to be appropriate for the “critical aircraft” that will 
make “substantial use” of the airport in the planning period 
for improvements.  References to possible benefits to 
other aircraft that are not the critical aircraft have been 
removed from the Final EIS.   
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COMMENT # COMMENT/SUBJECT COMMENTER RESPONSE 

1.4 

Pilots should just adjust 
their operations (less fuel 
and passengers) to account 
for less runway 

Robert Pack, 
Christopher 
Gilkerson 

The approach proposed in this comment is inconsistent 
with FAA Order 5090.3C, Field Formulation of the National 
Plan of Integrated Airport Systems (NPIAS), regarding the 
development of facilities at airports in the NPIAS.  The FAA 
guidance is that airport dimensional standards such as 
runway length and width, separation standards (distances) 
between runways and taxiways, surface gradients, and 
similar dimensions should be selected to be appropriate for 
the “critical aircraft” that will make “substantial use” of the 
airport in the planning period for improvements.  However, 
aircraft that occasionally use DVO that are more 
demanding than the Cessna 525, the critical aircraft for 
DVO in terms of runway length, have and will continue to 
adjust their operations to reduce their payload of fuel and 
passengers when needed in order to operate at DVO. 

1.5 
Support of all elements of 
project with exception of 
1,100 foot Extension  

Dr. Richard Levy, 
Rosario Carr-
Casanova, Jeanette 
Weber, Duncan & 
Betsy Ross, 
Jacqueline Bonner, 
Steven Nebb 

Comment noted. 
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COMMENT # COMMENT/SUBJECT COMMENTER RESPONSE 

1.6 What is the real purpose of 
the extension 

Sharon Nebb, 
Steven Nebb, 
Christopher 
Gilkerson, Susan 
Mathews 

 

The commenter seems to be suggesting that FAA and 
Marin County are not disclosing the true reason for the 
Sponsor’s Proposed Project.  As stated in Chapter Two, 
Purpose and Need of the Final EIS the Sponsor’s purpose 
and need for the project is to allow existing aircraft, as 
represented by the critical aircraft at DVO, the Cessna 
525, to operate at Maximum Gross Take Off Weight under 
hot weather and other adverse weather conditions.   
 

The FAA's statutory mission and purpose and need is to 
ensure the safe and efficient use of navigable airspace in 
the U.S.  The FAA must ensure that the Sponsor’s 
Proposed Project does not derogate the safety of aircraft 
and airport operations at DVO.   
 
The Sponsor’s and FAA’s purpose and need is consistent 
with FAA Order 5090.3C, Field Formulation of the National 
Plan of Integrated Airport Systems (NPIAS).  The FAA 
guidance is that airport dimensional standards such as 
runway length and width, separation standards (distances) 
between runways and taxiways, surface gradients, and 
similar dimensions should be selected to be appropriate for 
the “critical aircraft” that will make “substantial use” of the 
airport in the planning period for improvements.   
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COMMENT # COMMENT/SUBJECT COMMENTER RESPONSE 

1.7 

There would not be a 
weight restriction on the 
critical aircraft during 
standard days/On hot days 
the critical aircraft could 
service the west coast 

Steven Nebb 

FAA Order 5090.3C, Field Formulation of the National Plan 
of Integrated Airport Systems (NPIAS), identifies that 
airport dimensional standards such as runway length and 
width, separation standards (distances) between runways 
and taxiways, surface gradients, and similar dimensions 
should be selected to be appropriate for the “critical 
aircraft” that will make “substantial use” of the airport in 
the planning period for improvements.  Appendix D, 
Runway Length Analysis explains in more detail why the 
appropriate runway length for DVO is 4,400 feet, which 
accommodates the critical aircraft, the Cessna 525 under 
hot weather and other adverse weather conditions. 
The commenter’s suggestion is inconsistent with this 
guidance on airport dimensional standards and would not 
meet the purpose and need of the project.   
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COMMENT # COMMENT/SUBJECT COMMENTER RESPONSE 

1.8 

The Purpose & Need is 
based on outdated 
objective from the Master 
Plan 

Sharon Nebb, 
Steven Nebb, 
Christopher 
Gilkerson, Susan 
Mathews 

 
 
 
 
 
The purpose of the Sponsor’s Proposed Project is to allow 
existing aircraft, as reflected by the critical aircraft at DVO, 
the Cessna 525, to operate at Maximum Gross Take Off 
Weight under hot weather and other adverse weather 
conditions.  A runway length analysis was completed in 
2008, prior to Public Scoping for the EIS and EIR, to 
determine the runway length necessary to meet this 
purpose and need.  While the Marin County Aviation 
Commission Resolution No. 97-1: A Resolution Adopting 
Chapter 6.0 Airport Development Program Update 19971 
identified a runway extension as part of DVO’s future 
development program and a proposed runway length was 
developed as part of the 2002 Gnoss Field Preliminary 
Design Report2, the preparation of the runway length 
analysis for this EIS was based on the purpose and needed 
identified in this document.  The purpose and need was 
not based on an objective from the 1989 Airport Master 
Plan.  This runway length analysis is provided in 
Appendix D, Runway Length Analysis in Volume 3. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                            
1  Marin County Aviation Commission Resolution No. 97-1: A Resolution Adopting Chapter 6.0 – Airport Development Program Update 1997 

– Marin County Airport Master Plan (Gnoss Field) and Recommendation of Approval of Chapter 6.0 1997 Update to the Marin County 
Board of Supervisors, February 5, 1997. 

2  Cortright & Seibold, Preliminary Design Report, Runway Extension, Gnoss Field, 2002. 
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COMMENT # COMMENT/SUBJECT COMMENTER RESPONSE 
2 Forecasts     

2.1 The runway extension = 
larger/more aircraft at DVO 

USEPA, Marin 
Audubon Society, 
Marin Conservation 
League, Gnoss Field 
Community 
Association, Black 
Point Improvement 
Club, Dr. Richard 
Levy, Rosario 
Carr-Casanova, 
Leslie & Chris 
Weber,  Jeanette 
Weber, Duncan & 
Betsy Ross, Sharon 
Nebb, Steven Nebb, 
 

Christopher 
Gilkerson, Susan 
Mathews, Anthony 
& Lorraine Silveira, 
Robert Pack, 
Jacqueline Bonner, 
David Donadio, 
Steven Nebb, Steve 
Knecht on behalf of 
Gnoss Field 
Community 
Association,  
Clarence Bracey, 
Bob Spofford, 
Patricia Capretta 

See the Master Response, Topic 1. 
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COMMENT # COMMENT/SUBJECT COMMENTER RESPONSE 

2.2 
Basis for projected aircraft 
types in the forecast needs 
to be explained 

Marin Audubon 
Society, Sharon 
Nebb, Steven Nebb, 
Christopher 
Gilkerson, Susan 
Mathews 

Appendix D, Runway Length Analysis includes information 
in Attachment 1, which explains the basis for the projected 
aircraft types included in the aviation forecast. 

2.3 
What is the accuracy of the 
forecasts and accuracy of 
past forecasts 

Marin Audubon 
Society, Black Point 
Improvement Club 

Forecasts of aviation activity are based on historic activity, 
combined with projections of underlying socio-economic 
conditions for the airport service area (Marin County).  
The results of the forecast are projections of aircraft 
operations in the future.  As with all projections, this 
forecast is an estimate.   However, because it was 
prepared using industry standard methodologies and was 
based on the best available data regarding local and 
national trends in aviation, it is a reasonable projection of 
activity at the Airport.  Appendix C, Aviation Activity 
Forecast, provides a detailed discussion of the background 
data used in the forecast.  Master Response, Topics 1 and 
3 provide additional information about how the forecast 
relates to noise levels. For the Sponsor’s Proposed Project 
in the Final EIS the need is based on existing aircraft 
demand (see Chapter Two, Purpose and Need). 
To establish the exact number of annual aircraft operations 
at DVO would require that the airport have an airport 
traffic control tower that is manned 24 hours per day, 
seven days a week.  As DVO does not have such a control 
tower the exact accuracy of the aviation forecast in 
relation to actual operations is not known. 
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COMMENT # COMMENT/SUBJECT COMMENTER RESPONSE 

2.4 
Are there FAA regulations 
that can limit operations at 
DVO 

Marin Audubon 
Society 

Airports that accept Federal Airport Improvement Program 
funding such as DVO must adhere to certain Federal grant 
assurances, including Grant Assurance 22, Economic 
Nondiscrimination, which requires sponsors to make the 
airport available on reasonable terms and without unjust 
discrimination.  Moreover,  the Airport Noise and Capacity 
Act of 1990 requires airport sponsors seeking to establish 
aircraft noise and aircraft access restrictions to a specific 
airport to follow the FAA regulations at 14 CFR Part 161 
(Part 161) Notice and Approval of Noise and Access 
Restrictions.  Part 161 provides airports with a 
methodology to place limits on aircraft types and/or other 
restrictions, primarily for the purpose of reducing noise 
impacts.  The methodology for an airport conducting a Part 
161 is arranged as a cost-benefit analysis, where the 
benefit is the amount of money not spent to mitigate 
significantly noise-impacted land uses is weighed against 
the cost, which is the potential reduction in revenue and 
interstate commerce that would occur as the result of a 
restriction being placed at an airport.  As no significant 
noise impacts have been identified in the Final EIS under 
the Sponsor's Proposed Project or the No Action 
Alternative, there is not currently a basis for restricting 
aircraft access to DVO to reduce noise (see Chapter Five, 
Environmental Consequences, Section 5.1, Noise).

2.5 

Provide further discussion 
of based aircraft (growth in 
number of operations, 
adequate facilities, increase 
in desirability of DVO, etc.) 

Marin Audubon 
Society See Master Response, Topic 1. 
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COMMENT # COMMENT/SUBJECT COMMENTER RESPONSE 

2.6 
A runway extension does 
not mean 
commercial/airlines at DVO 

Gnoss Field 
Community 
Association,  
Steve Knecht on 
behalf of Gnoss 
Field Community 
Association 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment noted.  DVO is a reliever airport that 
accommodates General Aviation operations.  There are no 
scheduled commercial service operations at DVO, nor are 
any proposed at this time.  In order to accommodate air 
carrier operations, Marin County as the airport sponsor 
would have to apply for and receive a Part 139 certificate 
under 14 CFR Part 139, Certification of Airports.  
Marin County could apply for a Part 139 certificate whether 
or not the runway is extended at DVO.  A specific runway 
length does not establish or eliminate the ability of an 
airport sponsor to obtain a Part 139 certificate to allow 
scheduled commercial service operations at a particular 
airport.  However, the County has not indicated any 
intention of applying for a Part 139 certificate, nor has an 
air carrier expressed an interest in provided scheduled 
commercial service to DVO.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

2.7 

There will be an increase in 
operations at the airport 
with or without extension if 
demand is there 

Steve Knecht on 
behalf of Gnoss 
Field Community 
Association 

Comment noted.  The analysis in the EIS concurs with this 
statement. 
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COMMENT # COMMENT/SUBJECT COMMENTER RESPONSE 
3 Alternatives     

3.1 
Alternatives are too 
narrowly defined due to 
purpose and need 

USEPA 

Please see Master Response, Topic 2 regarding the 
requirements the FAA must follow regarding the purpose 
and need for airport improvements.  Chapter Two, Purpose 
and Need of the Final EIS has been clarified to more 
clearly state Marin County’s (Sponsor’s) and the FAA’s 
purpose and need for the project.  The Sponsor’s purpose 
and need for the project is to allow existing aircraft, as 
represented by the critical aircraft at DVO, the Cessna 
525, to operate at Maximum Gross Take Off Weight under 
hot weather and other adverse weather conditions.   
 
The Sponsor’s and FAA’s purpose and need is consistent 
with FAA Order 5090.3C, Field Formulation of the National 
Plan of Integrated Airport Systems (NPIAS) which 
identifies that airport dimensional standards such as 
runway length and width, separation standards (distances) 
between runways and taxiways, surface gradients, and 
similar dimensions should be selected to be appropriate for 
the “critical aircraft” that will make “substantial use” of the 
airport in the planning period for improvements.   
 
The Appendix D, Runway Length Analysis in the Final EIS 
has been clarified regarding the required runway length for 
the critical aircraft.  The runway length analysis concluded 
a total runway length of 4,400 feet is required for the 
critical aircraft, the Cessna 525.  Project alternatives that 
do not provide for a total runway length of 4,400 feet do 
not meet the purpose and need for this project and are not 
practicable.  Alternatives that are not practicable do not 
need to be evaluated in detail in the Final EIS. 
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COMMENT # COMMENT/SUBJECT COMMENTER RESPONSE 

3.2 
Recommend evaluating 
shorter runway extension 
alternative  

USEPA, Dr. Richard 
Levy, Rosario Carr-
Casanova, Leslie & 
Chris Weber,  
Jeanette Weber, 
Duncan & Betsy 
Ross, Sharon Nebb, 
Steven Nebb, 
Christopher 
Gilkerson, Susan 
Mathews, 
Jacqueline Bonner, 
Steven Nebb 
 

This comment is addressed in Master Response, Topic 2 – 
Runway Length Analysis Response. 

3.3 

Include a 
3,500/3,600/3,700/ 3,800 
ft. runway extension 
alternative 

Dr. Richard Levy, 
Rosario Carr-
Casanova, Leslie & 
Chris Weber,  
Jeanette Weber, 
Duncan & Betsy 
Ross, Sharon Nebb, 
Steven Nebb, 
Christopher 
Gilkerson, Susan 
Mathews, 
Jacqueline Bonner 

This comment is addressed in Master Response, Topic 2 – 
Runway Length Analysis Response. 
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COMMENT # COMMENT/SUBJECT COMMENTER RESPONSE 

3.4 

Off-site airport alternatives 
should look at 4,000 ft. 
runway rather than 
4,400 ft. 

USEPA 

This comment was based on the Appendix D, Runway 
Length Analysis of the Draft EIS, which discussed 
considering local conditions to establish that a 4,400-foot 
runway at DVO was needed instead of a 4,000-foot 
runway.  The Appendix D, Runway Length Analysis in the 
Final EIS has been clarified regarding the required runway 
length for the critical aircraft.  The runway length analysis 
concluded a total runway length of 4,400 feet is required 
for the critical aircraft, the Cessna 525.  Project 
alternatives that do not provide for a total runway length 
of 4,400 feet do not meet the purpose and need for this 
project and are not prudent or reasonable.  Alternatives 
that are not prudent or reasonable do not need to be 
evaluated in detail in the Final EIS. 

3.5 

 
More information on who 
uses DVO, where they are 
located, and who can use 
airport should be included 
in the EIS/EIR with and 
without the extension 
 
 

USEPA, Steven 
Nebb 

The best available information related to these topics can 
be found in Appendix C, Aviation Activity Forecast and 
Master Response, Topic 1. 

3.6 
Include the location of the 
new channel/canals on 
maps 

California 
Department of Fish 
& Game, Marin 
Audubon Society 

Exhibits 2-2 and 3-3 in the Final EIS show the location of 
the proposed levee and channel/canal features for the 
Sponsor's Proposed Project, Alternative B.  Exhibit 3-5 
shows the location of the proposed levee and 
channel/canal features for Alternative D. 
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3.7 
Agree Alt. C most 
environmentally damaging 
alternative 

Marin Audubon 
Society, USEPA 

This commenter is restating the conclusion in the Chapter 
Three, Alternatives of the Final EIS, that extending 
Runway 13/31 by 1,100 feet to the south as considered in 
Alternative C is more environmentally damaging than 
implementing either Alternative B or Alternative D.  
Alternative C is more environmentally damaging because it 
has greater impacts on endangered species habitat and 
wetlands than either Alternative B or Alternative D.  
Alternative C was not evaluated in detail in the Final EIS. 
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3.8 

The status of the lands on 
which the cross wind-
runway would have been 
constructed should be 
discussed.  A second 
runway design extending to 
the northeast and 
southwest was planned for 
more than 20 years.  
These lands were 
specifically excluded by Fish 
and Game when they 
acquired the adjacent 
lands.  The current status 
of this proposal should be 
discussed.  Does the county 
still own this parcel?  
What is the potential for 
this design to be 
resurrected?  Because it is 
not in the current 
expansion design, the 
County should consider 
transferring the strip to the 
owner of the adjacent land, 
the Department of Fish and 
Game. 

Marin Audubon 
Society 

The Gnoss Field Airport Master Plan does include a 
crosswind runway as a long term recommendation.  
The County has not purchased, and does not own land for 
a crosswind runway (Exhibit 1-2 in Chapter One, 
Background of the Final EIS display the Airport's current 
property boundary).  Instead of constructing a crosswind 
runway, the County widened the existing runway between 
1997 and 2001 from 60 feet to 75 feet to address concerns 
about crosswinds at the Airport.   

3.9 3,500 ft. runway meets 
requirements for B-I 

Sharon Nebb, 
Steven Nebb, 
Christopher 
Gilkerson, Susan 
Mathews, 
Jacqueline Bonner 

This comment is addressed in Master Response, Topic 2 – 
Runway Length Analysis Response.  
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3.10 4,400 ft. runway is for 10+ 
passenger aircraft 

Leslie & Chris 
Weber,    
Jacqueline Bonner 

See Master Response, Topic 2, and Appendix D, Runway 
Length Analysis.  The runway length of 4,400 was based 
on the critical aircraft, the Cessna 525.  The Cessna 525 is 
typically designed to seat up to 9 passengers and 1 pilot. 

3.11 Support of RSA 
improvements Robert Pack Comment noted. 

3.12 
Oakland North Field should 
be included as an off-site 
alternative 

Sharon Nebb, 
Steven Nebb, 
Christopher 
Gilkerson, Susan 
Mathews 

As noted in Section 3.3.1 of Chapter Three, Alternatives, of 
the Final EIS the use of OAK is not considered a prudent or 
reasonable alternative to the Sponsor's Proposed Project at 
DVO.  OAK prohibits the full range of general aviation flight 
activities that designated general aviation airports allow, 
such as flight training activities.  Also, OAK is located 
approximately 50 miles by road from DVO, and the 
alternative driving routes between DVO and OAK include 
either the Golden Gate Bridge and San Francisco-Oakland 
Bay Bridge, or the Richmond- San Rafael Bridge, and the 
often heavily congested Interstate 80 and Interstate 880 
freeways.  This combination of factors is sufficient to 
exclude the OAK North Field from detailed consideration as 
an alternative to the Sponsor’s Proposed Project. 
 



GNOSS FIELD AIRPORT 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT  FINAL 

Landrum & Brown   Appendix Q – Response to Comments 
June 2014   Page Q-34 

COMMENT # COMMENT/SUBJECT COMMENTER RESPONSE 

3.13 

Extending the Petaluma 
Municipal Airport runway 
should have been 
considered as an alternative

Sharon Nebb, 
Steven Nebb, 
Christopher 
Gilkerson, Susan 
Mathews 

As discussed in Section 3.3.1 of Chapter Three, 
Alternatives, of the Final EIS, Petaluma Municipal Airport 
(O69) has one 3,600 foot runway.  The current Airport 
Layout Plan (ALP) on file with FAA does not indicate a 
proposed long term runway extension at O69.  
Other factors that reduce the feasibility of this option 
include environmental considerations.  Relocating 
operations from DVO to Petaluma Municipal Airport would 
result in longer automobile commutes for people located 
south of DVO, which is the primary population area served 
by DVO.  As a result of longer commutes, an increase in 
air emissions would occur along the Highway 101 corridor.  
Therefore, a runway extension at O69 would not address 
the needs of DVO, is not a reasonable, feasible, prudent, 
or practicable alternative to the Sponsor’s Proposed 
Project, and was not carried forward for more detailed 
environmental analysis. 

4 Noise 

4.1 
Has the increase in noise 
over homes in Petaluma 
been considered 

City of Petaluma 

The noise analysis included in the Final EIS evaluated 
noise over all communities near the Airport, including 
Petaluma.  Section 5.1 in Chapter Five, Environmental 
Consequences, concluded that noise-sensitive land uses, 
including residential land uses in Petaluma, would not be 
exposed to noise levels exceeding 65 CNEL from aircraft 
operating at DVO.  As such, no significant noise impacts 
would occur in Petaluma as a result of the Sponsor's 
Proposed Project or any of its alternatives. 
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4.2 

Re-evaluate the noise 
impacts with new forecast 
for runway extension (i.e. 
use by larger aircraft) 

USEPA, Marin 
Conservation 
League, Leslie & 
Chris Weber, 
Sharon Nebb, 
Steven Nebb,  
Christopher 
Gilkerson, Susan 
Mathews 

The noise analysis for Final EIS was prepared in 
accordance with FAA Orders 1050.1E and 5050.4B.  
The activity levels and fleet mix used in the noise analysis 
were prepared as part of the aviation forecast and are 
reasonable projections of future activity at the Airport.  
There is no requirement for assessing a speculative 'worst 
case scenario'.  The Council on Environmental Quality 
(CEQ) guidelines state that when considering situations 
where specific information is unknown (like predicting 
future aviation activity), the Final EIS therefore makes a 
reasonable assessment of project impacts instead of 
analyzing a worst case scenario.  See Master Response, 
Topic 3 for more discussion of forecasts and the 
relationship to noise levels around the Airport. 

4.2a 

The current analysis of 
noise level and 
environmental impact is 
inadequate.  It fails to 
consider the impact of the 
larger jet usage once the 
runway is extended.  
The purpose of the analysis 
should be to try and 
determine the worst case 
scenario so that any noise 
level disturbances can be 
appropriately mitigated.  
Since two current airport 
users state that they will 
purchase and use larger 
airplanes at Gnoss Field 
with a longer runway, a 
proper noise analysis must 
be done. 

Steven Nebb, 
Christopher 
Gilkerson 

The noise analysis for the Final EIS was prepared in 
accordance with Federal.  The activity levels and fleet mix 
used in the noise analysis were prepared as part of the 
aviation forecast and are reasonable projections of future 
activity at the Airport.  There is no requirement for 
assessing a speculative 'worst case scenario'.  The Council 
on Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidelines state that when 
considering situations where specific information is 
unknown (like predicting future aviation activity), the Final 
EIS therefore makes a reasonable assessment of project 
impacts instead of analyzing a worst case scenario.  
See Master Response, Topic 3 for more discussion of 
forecasts and the relationship to noise levels around the 
Airport. 
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4.3 
Noise measurements were 
only conducted for a short 
duration 

City of Novato, 
Marin Conservation 
League 

The noise analysis included in the Final EIS was conducted 
in accordance with FAA Orders 1050.1E and 5050.4B, 
which the development of noise exposure contours using 
the FAA-approved Integrated Noise Model (INM).  
While not required by FAA for developing noise contours, a 
noise measurement program was conducted to collect and 
calculate a sample of aircraft events and background noise 
levels for verifying inputs in the INM modeling.  The noise 
measurement program included six long-term sites where 
measurements were taken for several days and twenty 
short-term sites where measurements were taken for one 
hour each.  The duration and times of day in which the 
noise monitoring was conducted was sufficient to achieve 
its intended purpose and followed FAA guidance on 
conducting noise measurement programs.  See Appendix 
E, Noise for more information on the noise measurement 
program.  

4.4 Noise measurement maps 
incorrect City of Novato 

In Table 4-2 of the Draft EIS, the addresses for 
measurements sites S12 and S13 were transposed.  These 
addresses have been placed in their correct locations in 
Table 4-2 of the Final EIS and Final EIR.    Exhibit 4-6 was 
not updated as it correctly showed the locations of the 
measurement sites. 
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4.5 

Enforce noise abatement 
procedures/Noise 
abatement procedures not 
being followed/airport staff 
not responsive 

Marin Conservation 
League, Black Point 
Improvement Club, 
Dr. Richard Levy,  
Rosario Carr-
Casanova, Jeanette 
Weber, Duncan & 
Betsy Ross, Sharon 
Nebb, Steven Nebb, 
Christopher 
Gilkerson, Susan 
Mathews, 
Jacqueline Bonner, 
David Donadio, 
Patricia Capretta, 
Rich Elb 

Gnoss Field has voluntary noise abatement procedures in 
place that are designed to reduce noise, in particular for 
the communities located directly south of the Airport.  
The Voluntary Noise Abatement Procedures are posted at 
the DVO run up area.  The noise abatement procedures 
are routinely shared with the pilot community at DVO 
through normal information distribution, the Airport 
Facilities Directory as well as on the Automated Weather 
Observation System notifications.  The majority of pilots 
follow these procedures.  When a noise complaint is logged 
at the Airport, staff will update their folder with complaints 
received by phone and internet.  The folder will contain 
date and time of the complaint and when possible, aircraft 
type, pilots name and any follow up comments. On those 
occasions where the pilot is still at the airport when the 
complaint is filed, the pilot is contacted immediately.  
The Airport manager contacts pilots who operate 
inconsistently with the noise procedures.  However, it 
should be noted that noise abatement procedures are 
voluntary and there are times when the procedures cannot 
be flown due to abnormal operating conditions such as 
unusual wind direction, limited visibility, other weather 
conditions, or conflicting air traffic. 

4.6 Will there be a change in 
flight patterns 

Marin Audubon 
Society 

Each of the development alternatives evaluated in the 
Final EIS (Alternatives B, C, and D) would result in 
changes to existing flight patterns.  For the Sponsor's 
Proposed Project, the changes to flight patterns would 
occur north of the Airport for aircraft approaching to land 
on Runway 13. Some pilots commented at the Public 
Hearing that with the Sponsor's Proposed Project they may 
be able to turn left earlier when departing Runway 13 to 
the south and thereby reduce noise impacts on the Bahia 
area.  While this may be true, for the purposes of the Final 
EIS noise analysis it was assumed that the flight pattern 
would stay in the same general location as they are today. 
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4.7 

Discuss the impact from 
endangered species due to 
noise from construction and 
discuss under mitigation 

Marin Audubon 
Society 

The potential environmental impacts of Alternative A, 
Alternative B, and Alternative D on endangered species, 
including noise impacts, are discussed in Section 5.9 of the 
EIS.  

4.8 Bigger planes=more noise 

Leslie & Chris 
Weber, Christopher 
Gilkerson, David 
Donadio, Jacqueline 
Bonner, Clarence 
Bracey, Steven 
Nebb 

See Master Response, Topic 3. 

4.9 
Runway extension = 
reduction in noise to the 
south of DVO 

Charles Roell, Jim 
Duckworth, Kirk 
Heiser 

FAA agrees with this comment.  As discussed in Appendix 
E, Noise, the proposed extension of Runway 13/31 to the 
Northwest by 1,100 Feet (Alternative B) or by 860 feet 
(Alternative D), would shift the 65 CNEL noise contour to 
the northwest slightly as a result of the reduced influence 
in departure noise from Runway 13 departures. 
This reduction is due to the slightly higher altitudes for 
departures and the slight northwestward shift in the 
Runway 13 departure turn to the east. 
 

4.10 
Include the noise levels of 
aircraft that can use 4,400 
foot runway 

Wright Bass See Master Response, Topic 3. 

4.11 

Publish the noise 
abatement procedures near 
run-up areas and in airport 
directory 

Wright Bass The voluntary noise abatement procedures are posted in 
the run-up areas and the Airport Facility Directory.   

4.12 Monitor noise and pilots in 
communities Wright Bass Comment noted.   
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4.13 Runway extension = noise 
impacts 

Dr. Richard Levy, 
Rosario Carr-
Casanova,  
Jeanette Weber, 
Duncan & Betsy 
Ross, Christopher 
Gilkerson, 
Jacqueline Bonner,  
Clarence Bracey 

A noise analysis was conducted for the Final EIS using FAA 
methodologies and thresholds for determining impacts.  No 
significant noise impacts would result from the Sponsor's 
Proposed Project based on Federal noise impact 
thresholds.  See Master Response, Topic 3 for more 
discussion of forecasts and the relationship to noise levels 
around the Airport. 

4.14 
Noise analysis flawed 
because sketchy radar data 
& interviews were used 

Sharon Nebb, 
Steven Nebb,  
Christopher 
Gilkerson, Susan 
Mathews 

The noise analysis for the Final EIS was conducted 
according to Federal guidelines, which requires the 
evaluation of average-annual conditions presented using 
the Community Noise Equivalency Level (CNEL) metric. 
FAA methodologies for collecting and incorporating radar 
data and other input data were followed.  Therefore, the 
noise analysis satisfies all Federal requirements. 

4.15 
Calculation of noise impacts 
doesn’t include overflights 
as described in text 

Sharon Nebb, 
Steven Nebb, 
Christopher 
Gilkerson, Susan 
Mathews 

 
The noise analysis for the Final EIS was conducted 
according to Federal requirements, which require the 
evaluation of average-annual conditions presented using 
the Community Noise Equivalency Level (CNEL) metric.  
Noise abatement procedures have been published at DVO 
to minimize the disturbance caused by individual aircraft 
operations.  It is recognized that individual pilots may not 
follow those procedures for a variety of reasons. However, 
the Sponsor’s Proposed Project would not require, 
encourage, or imply that pilots should not utilize the noise 
abatement procedures. 
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4.16 
What are the impacts to 
livestock (breaking fence, 
unproductive dairy) 

Anthony & Lorraine 
Silveira 

The property in question is currently subject to aircraft 
overflights from operations at DVO, which will continue 
with or without the proposed runway extension.  The mode 
of operation where aircraft would be closer to the Silveira's 
farm would be aircraft arrivals from the north on 
Runway 13.  In this case, however, aircraft are much 
quieter than when departing.  There is no conclusive 
scientific evidence indicating that the type of aircraft and 
noise levels anticipated at DVO, with or without the 
project, would result in stampeding or a reduction in milk 
production.  

4.17 

Decibels (approach) FAR 36 
noise levels:  C525 (CJ+) 
82 dBA.  Beechjet dBA 91 
dBA.  LearJets 90-100 dBA.  
Sabreliner 95 dBA. 

Steven Nebb 

The Commenter has correctly identified single event noise 
levels from 14 CFR Part 36 - Noise Standards: Aircraft 
Type And Airworthiness Certification for several specific 
aircraft.  However, as explained in detail in Section 5.1 of 
Chapter 5, Environmental Consequences of the Final EIS, 
and Master Response, Topic 3, the Community Noise 
Equivalent Level is the noise metric used to determine 
whether a significant noise impact to a sensitive noise 
receptor is occurring, not single aircraft event noise levels.  
Furthermore, as discussed in Section 5.1 of Chapter Five, 
Environmental Consequences of the Final EIS, 
implementation of either Alternative B or Alternative D 
would not result in a significant noise impact.   

4.18 
The runway extension ≠ 
noise impact, but reduction 
in noise 

Gnoss Field 
Community 
Association, Gnoss 
Field Community 
Association, Steve 
Knecht on behalf of 
Gnoss Field 
Community 
Association 

FAA agrees with this comment.  As discussed in Appendix 
E, Noise, the proposed extension of Runway 13/31 to the 
Northwest by 1,100 Feet (Alternative B) or by 860 feet 
(Alternative D), would shift the 65 CNEL noise contour to 
the northwest slightly as a result of the reduced influence 
in departure noise from Runway 13 departures. 
This reduction is due to the slightly higher altitudes for 
departures and the slight northwestward shift in the 
Runway 13 departure turn to the east. 
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4.19 

Include the higher altitude 
of aircraft, the change in 
location of turns, & reduced 
power the aircraft with the 
extension when departing 
to the south 

Gnoss Field 
Community 
Association, Steve 
Knecht on behalf of 
Gnoss Field 
Community 
Association, Rich 
Elb 

The commenters, who represent pilots at DVO, have 
stated that with the Sponsor's Proposed Project they may 
be able to turn left earlier when departing Runway 13 to 
the south and thereby reduce noise impacts on the Bahia 
area.  While this may be true, for the purposes of the Final 
EIS noise analysis it was assumed departures would stay 
in the same general location as they are today.  However, 
the noise modeling did take into account higher altitudes 
for aircraft departing to the south.  Aircraft taking off to 
the south on Runway 13 would start their takeoff roll 
approximately 1,100 feet (Alternative B) or 860 feet 
(Alternative D) farther to the northwest than they 
currently do and thus be somewhat higher south of the 
Airport as they initiate their turns.  These factors were 
included in the INM noise modeling that was prepared for 
this EIS.   

4.20 
There will be less noise for 
birds in the marsh 
restoration project 

Gnoss Field 
Community 
Association 

Comment noted. 

4.21 
Noise mitigation measures 
should be included (prohibit 
landing from the south) 

Sharon Nebb, 
Steven Nebb, 
Christopher 
Gilkerson, Susan 
Mathews 

 
 
 
The noise analysis included in the Final EIS evaluated 
noise levels around the Airport.  Section 5.1 in Chapter 
Five, Environmental Consequences, concluded that noise-
sensitive land uses, including residential land uses, would 
not be exposed to noise levels exceeding 65 CNEL from 
aircraft operating at DVO.  No significant noise impacts 
and no mitigation would be required as a result of the 
Sponsor's Proposed Project or any of its alternatives. 
 
 

4.22 No noise issues with DVO Kirk Heiser 
 
Comment noted. 
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5 Land Use     

5.1 
Include Bird-aircraft strike 
discussion & if they will 
increase or decrease 

USEPA, California 
Department of Fish 
& Game, Marin 
County, Marin 
Audubon Society, 
Sharon Nebb, 
Steven Nebb, 
Christopher 
Gilkerson, Susan 
Mathews,  Clarence 
Bracey 

Discussion of the Redwood Landfill is included in 
Section 5.9 of the Final EIS.  The Redwood Landfill (RLI) 
currently operates under a permit from Marin County 
Environmental Health Services, which was designated by 
the California Integrated Waste Management Board as the 
solid waste Local Enforcement Agency.  This permit 
includes responsibilities of the landfill that include 
measures to reduce bird attractants. There have been no 
reported incidents of bird strikes associated with the RLI.  
With the current measures in place, it is not anticipated 
that there would be an increase in bird strikes due to 
implementation of the Sponsor’s Proposed Project. 

5.2 

Mitigation for increased bird 
strikes should not be the 
responsibility of RLI but 
DVO 

Redwood Landfill, 
Marin County 

Discussion of the Redwood Landfill is included in 
Section 5.9 of the Final EIS.  Redwood Landfill (RLI) 
currently operates under a permit from Marin County 
Environmental Health Services, which was designated by 
the California Integrated Waste Management Board as the 
solid waste Local Enforcement Agency.  This permit 
includes responsibilities of the landfill that include 
measures to reduce bird attractants.  No significant 
impacts associated with increased bird strikes on aircraft 
from the Sponsor’s Proposed Project, were identified in the 
Final EIS, particularly in light of these on-going bird strike 
mitigation measures in place at RLI.  Therefore, no 
mitigation was suggested above the continuance of the 
measures already identified and required in RLI's operating 
permit.  Implementation of the measures, required by 
RLI’s permit to operate the landfill, are the responsibility of 
RLI, not DVO. 

5.3 

Change word ‘avigation’ to 
‘navigation’ on page 4-25, 
first paragraph, third 
sentence 

County of Marin – 
Community 
Development 
Agency (MARIN) 

“Avigation” easement is the correct term for easements 
associated with the overflight of properties or restrictions 
on the height of structures as related to the operation of 
aircraft.  The term “avigation” is correctly used. 
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5.4 

Change the word ‘Law” to 
‘Local’ on page 2-23, Table 
2-2, Environmental Impact 
4.2-4, third Mitigation 
Measure 

County of Marin – 
Community 
Development 
Agency (MARIN) 

This comment is specific to a paragraph of the Marin 
County EIR that was not included in the Draft EIS, so this 
comment is not applicable to the EIS. 

5.5 
Add further discussion of lot 
line adjustment (who will it 
affect and how) 

Marin Audubon 
Society 

The Final EIS (Section 5.2) describe in detail the lot-line 
adjustment (property acquisition).  The property owner is 
JHW Limited Partners. 

5.6 

What is FAA guidance on 
mitigating bird strike 
hazards?  The Reports 
should address the issue of 
potential and hazardous air 
strikes with wildlife. 

Marin Audubon 
Society, Sharon 
Nebb, Steven Nebb, 
Christopher 
Gilkerson, Susan 
Mathews 

The FAA AC 150/5200-33, Hazardous Wildlife Attractants 
on or Near Public Use Airports, provides guidance on 
certain land uses that have the potential to attract 
hazardous wildlife on or near public-use airports.  
Section 5.9 of the Final EIS was expanded to discuss the 
Redwood Landfill (RLI), FAA guidance on bird strikes, and 
the measures in place to reduce the potential for bird 
strikes.   

5.7 

In Compatible Land Use 
discussion include 
description of surrounding 
wetlands and habitat areas 

Marin Audubon 
Society 

Wetlands and wildlife areas are defined and impacts 
discussed in the Final EIS.  Section 4.9 and Section 5.9 of 
the Final EIS discuss the location of wildlife habitats in the 
project area.  These sections describe and quantify the 
wetland and wildlife habitats, identify the potential impacts 
of the Sponsor’s Proposed Project, and list viable 
mitigation measures to reduce the significant impacts of 
the project on these natural resources. 
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5.8 
Specific zoning not included 
in analyzing impacts in the 
future 

Anthony & Lorraine 
Silveira 

The property referenced by the commenter lies between 
the SMART railroad track and Highway 101, northwest of 
DVO property.  These parcels are largely contained within 
the Baylands Corridor as defined in the Marin Countywide 
Plan.  Within this corridor, Marin County severely limits 
development, giving preference to wetland and wildlife 
habitats (see Policy BIO-5 in Marin Countywide Plan).  
There are small portions of these parcels that are located 
outside the Bayland Corridor, but within the Inland-Rural 
Corridor.  While this area is less restrictive, future 
development on these portions of the commenter's parcels 
would be required to be consistent with airport operations 
because of County land use assurances provided to the 
FAA.  Appendix O, Land Use Assurance Letter of the Final 
EIS includes a letter from the Marin County Community 
Development Agency stating that "the County of Marin 
provides assurance that appropriate action and 
enforcement of zoning laws has been or will be taken, to 
the extent reasonable, to restrict the use of land adjacent 
to or in the vicinity of Gnoss Field Airport to activities and 
purposes compatible with normal airport operations." 

5.9 
Suggested language to 
account for additional bird 
control measures 

Redwood Landfill 

Section 5.9 of the Final EIS discusses the Redwood Landfill 
(RLI) and states that RLI currently operates under a 
permit from Marin County Environmental Health Services, 
which was designated by the California Integrated Waste 
Management Board as the solid waste Local Enforcement 
Agency.  This permit includes responsibilities of the landfill 
that include measures to reduce bird attractants. 
The Final EIS did not identify significant impacts associated 
with the Sponsor’s Proposed Project, particularly in light of 
these on-going measures in place at RLI.  Therefore, no 
mitigation was suggested above the continuance of the 
measures already identified and required in RLI's operating 
permit. 
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5.10 
The runway extension will 
cause a decline in property 
values 

Clarence Bracey 

Property values are affected by a variety of factors, such 
as national and local market conditions, availability of 
financing, availability of similar housing, and are not 
controlled by one factor such as noise levels. For noise 
levels below 60 CNEL, like those experienced at the 
nearest residential uses to the Airport, there is no known 
correlation between aircraft noise and property values. 

6 Socioeconomic      

6.1 
Are the population 
projections used to support 
the Purpose & Need 

City of Novato 

Population projection data is not directly used to support 
the purpose and need.  The population projections were 
presented to identify growth trends and disclose the 
potential for secondary (induced) impacts based on 
estimates of population growth in region.  Population 
projections are one of a number of elements used to 
develop a socio-economic portrayal of the area for the 
forecast of aviation activity.   

6.2 State source for table 5.4-1 
& 5.4-2 of EIS City of Novato 

The population projections for the City of Novato included 
in Table 4-5 were obtained from the City of Novato 
General Plan, adopted March 1996; and was the most 
recent population projection available at the time.  
The population projections for 2010, 2020, and 2030 for 
the counties of Marin, Sonoma, San Francisco, San Mateo, 
Napa, Alameda, Contra Costa, Solano, and Santa Clara in 
Table 4-5 and Table 5.4-1 were obtained from the State of 
California Department of Finance.  The employment 
projections for Marin and Sonoma Counties in Table 5.4-2 
were obtained from the California County Economic 
Forecasts:  2008 – 2030, prepared by the California 
Department of Transportation, dated August 2008. 
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6.3 
Reduce housing and 
employment data due to 
economic conditions 

City of Novato 

 
The commenter suggests that the annual growth rate of 
the projections "seems optimistic" and should be "reduced 
to reflect the existing data projections."  However, these 
data projections were the most up-to-date data available 
at the time the EIS was started and no revisions to these 
projections are available.  The projections remain 
reasonable estimates of housing and employment for the 
area.  As such, the forecasts of aviation activity and the 
analysis of socio-economic impacts remain reasonable. 

7 Secondary   

7.1 

Evaluate induced impacts 
from increase in demand 
that would result from 
runway extension 

USEPA See Master Response, Topic 4. 

8 Air Quality   No Air Quality Comments Received 
9 Water Quality     

9.1 The project will impact a 
water line on airport 

North Marin Water 
District 

The Final EIS was updated to reflect the impact on the 
water line. 

9.2 

Regarding page 4-4-19 of 
the Draft EIR, there is no 
knowledge of RLI mitigating 
water quality impacts using 
gas monitoring and control 
programs 
 

County of Marin – 
Community 
Development 
Agency (MARIN) 

This comment is specific to a paragraph of the Marin 
County EIR that was not included in the Draft EIS, so this 
comment is not applicable to the EIS.   

9.3 

Additional flows of Olompali 
runoff not illustrated and 
there is no discussion in 
how they will change with 
the extension 

Marin Conservation 
League 

Water flows from Olompali State Historic Park will not be 
altered by the Sponsor’s Proposed Project.  Water will 
continue to enter on the west side of the Airport as it does 
today.  The modifications to water flows will occur on 
Airport property with a northern extension of channels on 
either side of the levees and then reconnect with the 
existing system on the east side of the Airport as shown in 
Alternative B in Exhibit 3-3, and Alternative D in 
Exhibit 3-5 in Section 3.4.1 of the Final EIS. 
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9.4 Is there any testing of the 
runoff  

Marin Conservation 
League 

DVO tests the out flow of runoff monthly and turns in the 
results annually to the California Regional Water Quality 
Control Board. Herbicide application is controlled and 
managed by an external vendor in compliance with all local 
and state requirements.  The Final EIS has been updated 
to state this. 

10 Section 4(f)     

10.1 
Noise and safety at 
Olompali should be 
evaluated 

Marin Conservation 
League 

Potential impacts to U.S. Department of Transportation 
Section 4(f) resources, including Olompali State Historic 
Park, are addressed in Section 5.7 of Chapter Five, 
Environmental Consequences of the Final EIS.  As noted in 
Section 5.7.3, the Olompali State Historic Park would not 
be impacted by noise at or above the 65 CNEL Federal 
significance level for noise under Alternative A, Alternative 
B, or Alternative D.   
 
Flight routes and procedures at DVO will not change with 
regard to Olompali State Park.  These flight tracks are 
located east of Olompali State Historic Park and do not 
directly overfly the park.  
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10.2 
Include Marin Audubon 
Society property in 4(f) 
analysis 

Marin Audubon 
Society 

Federal Department of Transportation Section 4(f) 
evaluations only apply to Federal projects relative to 
publicly owned parks and recreation areas, regardless of 
the ability of the public to use the facilities.  Because the 
Marin Audubon Society is not a public entity, property 
owned by the society is not evaluated under DOT 
Section 4(f).  Potential environmental affects to all areas, 
including the Marin Audubon Society property are included 
in other sections of the Final EIS.  However, the Marin 
Audubon Society property is located in an area adjacent to 
and surrounded by other properties considered in the DOT 
4(f) analysis. The use of the Audubon property is virtually 
the same as many of these other properties (open space). 
None of the identified DOT Section 4(f) properties, even 
the ones located closer to the Airport than the Audubon 
property, are significantly impacted by Alternative A, 
Alternative B, or Alternative D.   
 

10.3 

Rush Creek is a popular 
multi-use path and noise 
from low flying planes is 
disturbing to both humans 
and animals. 

Barbara Rozen 

Potential impacts to U.S. Department of Transportation 
Section 4(f) resources, including Rush Creek, are 
addressed in Section 5.7 of Chapter Five, Environmental 
Consequences of the Final EIS.  As noted in Section 5.7.3, 
Rush Creek would not be impacted by noise at or above 
the 65 CNEL Federal significance level for noise. 

11 Historic No Comments No Historic Resources Comments Received 
12 Fish, Wildlife, and Plants     

12.1 
The current status of state 
listed species was not 
presented properly 

California 
Department of Fish 
& Game 

This comment by the California Department of Fish and 
Game was on the Draft EIR, not the Draft EIS.  However, 
the Final EIS provides the current state of California 
state-listed species in Chapter Four, Affected Environment, 
Table 4.14. 

12.2 Need to include discussion 
of white-tailed kite 

California 
Department of Fish 
& Game 

This comment by the California Department of Fish and 
Game was on the Draft EIR, not the Draft EIS.  However, 
the Final EIS Chapter Four, Affected Environment, 
Table 4.14, and Section 5.9 discuss the white-tailed kite. 
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12.3 

Appropriate mitigation 
needs to be in place to 
avoid "take" of protected 
species 

California 
Department of Fish 
& Game 

This comment by the California Department of Fish and 
Game was on the Draft EIR, not the Draft EIS.  However, 
the Final EIS addresses protective and habitat 
compensation measures for protected species in 
Section 5.9.4 and 5.9.5.   
 

12.4 Address migratory wildlife 
corridors & impacts 

California 
Department of Fish 
& Game, Barbara 
Rozen 

The comment by the California Department of Fish and 
Game was on the Draft EIR, not the Draft EIS.  However, 
impacts to movement corridors of protected species are 
addressed in Section 5.9.4.   

12.5 Address Department of Fish 
and Game Wildlife Area 

California 
Department of Fish 
& Game 

This comment by the California Department of Fish and 
Game was on the Draft EIR, not the Draft EIS.  However, 
the Burdell Unit of the California Department of Fish and 
Game Petaluma Marsh Wildlife Area are discussed in 
Sections 4.6 and Section 5.7 of the Final EIS.   

12.6 

Protocol surveys for 
burrowing owls should be 
conducted using California 
Burrowing Owl Consortium 
Protocol and documented in 
biological report to be 
submitted to DFG for 
review 

California 
Department of Fish 
& Game, Marin 
Audubon Society 

The comment by the California Department of Fish and 
Game was on the Draft EIR, not the Draft EIS.  Section 
5.9.4 of the Final EIS has been updated to identify 
mitigation measures specific to the Burrowing Owl.   

12.7 

CDFG recommended 
modifying the burrowing 
owl mitigation measures 
identified in the Draft EIR.   

California 
Department of Fish 
& Game 

This comment by the California Department of Fish and 
Game was on the Draft EIR, not the Draft EIS.  However, 
protective and habitat compensation measures for fish, 
wildlife, and plants, including the burrowing owl, are 
provided in Section 5.9.4 of the Final EIS.  Marin County 
has met with CDFG and has revised and updated the 
mitigation measures for the Burrowing owl from that 
meeting.  See Section 4.5 in the Final EIR. 

12.8 

CDFG recommended 
modifying the migratory 
bird mitigation measures 
identified in the Draft EIR.   

California 
Department of Fish 
& Game 

This comment by the California Department of Fish and 
Game was on the Draft EIR, not the Draft EIS.  However, 
protective measures for migratory birds are identified in 
Section 5.9.3 of the Final EIS.   
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12.9 

Appendix I stated 2.38 
acres of aquatic habitat 
would be permanently 
impacted. This appears to 
be a discrepancy when 
compared to Section 4.5 of 
the Draft EIR. Address the 
discrepancy in impacts to 
aquatic resources 

California 
Department of Fish 
& Game 

This comment by the California Department of Fish and 
Game was on the Draft EIR, not the Draft EIS.  However, 
the Biological Assessment in Appendix I, Biological 
Resources, of the Final EIS has been updated to remove 
the discrepancy between the Final EIS text and the 
Appendix I, Biological Resources. 

12.10 

The discussion on page 
4-68 reports that 
man-made drainages and 
the brackish marsh area 
north of the runway are 
habitat for the endangered 
salt marsh harvest mouse 
(SMHM) and that 
endangered clapper rails 
could seasonally forage in 
areas to the south.  
We agree, and also note 
that portions of the site 
likely provide high-tide 
refuge habitat for both of 
these species. 

Marin Audubon 
Society 

This comment is consistent with the analysis in the Final 
EIS.  The FAA concurs the site provides high tide refugia 
habitat for the SMHM and California clapper rail. 
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12.11 

The species list should also 
include California Black 
Rail, a threatened species, 
which inhabits nearby Black 
John slough. 

Marin Audubon 
Society 

 
The Detailed Study Area was developed based on where 
direct impacts were likely to occur to resources.  
The USFWS and CDF&G agreed with the delineation of the 
Detailed Study Area.  Black John Slough is not located 
within the Detailed Study Area, which was the geographic 
boundary used for identifying Federal and state species 
that could potentially be impacted by the Sponsor’s 
Proposed Project (see Exhibit 4-3 in Chapter Four, Affected 
Environment, of the Final EIS).  As such, species that 
inhabit Black John Slough but not the detailed study area, 
like the California black rail, were not considered in the 
evaluation of potential species impacts.   

12.12 

Mitigation should be 
provided for temporary and 
permanent removal of 
SMHM and a figure showing 
SMHM habitat should be 
included in the Final EIS. 

Marin Audubon 
Society 

 
 
Section 5.9.4 and 5.9.5 of the Final EIS describe protective 
and habitat compensation measures for the SMHM.  The 
entire Detailed Study Area, minus the man-made hard 
surfaces, is potential habitat for the salt marsh harvest 
mouse and this area is discussed in Section 5.9.3 of the 
Final EIS and shown in Exhibit 5.9-1 and 5.9-2.   
 
 

12.13 

Mitigation 4.5-2d states 
that Construction Impacts 
would be mitigated by 
doing the work during 
summer and fall dry 
periods.  The CCR 
non-breeding season, and 
therefore the allowable 
work window, usually does 
not begin until September 1 
and extends through 
January. 

Marin Audubon 
Society 

As discussed in Section 5.9.4 of the Final EIS, the CCR 
habitat identified by the USFWS within the detailed study 
area is foraging habitat and not breeding habitat.  
Therefore, no CCR breeding seasonal restrictions are 
necessary to avoid disturbing nesting CCR as they do not 
nest in the construction area. 
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13 Wetlands     

13.1 

None of the mitigation sites 
are currently approved 
CWA 404 mitigation banks. 
A mitigation proposal 
containing all the elements 
listed at §230.94 of the 
2008 Mitigation Rule will 
need to be submitted to the 
Corps and EPA for review 
and approval. 

USEPA 

Section 5.10 of the Final EIS has been updated to include 
a thorough discussion of the compensatory mitigation 
requirements for Clean Water Act, Section 404 permits and 
additional discussion of possible compensatory mitigation 
sites.   

13.2 Mitigation Ratio should be 
higher, 3:1 suggested 

USEPA, California 
Department of Fish 
& Game,  
Marin Audubon 
Society, Marin 
Conservation 
League 

Compensatory mitigation ratio for environmental impact 
evaluation identified in the Final EIS is 3:1.  The final 
mitigation requirements for wetlands and waters in CWA 
jurisdiction will be established during the CWA Section 404 
permit process. 

13.3 
Conceptual Mitigation plan 
should be included in the 
Final EIS 

USEPA, Marin 
Audubon Society 

Conceptual mitigation options have been added to 
Section 5.10 of the Final EIS. 

13.4 

Mitigation for 
Semi-permanent impact 
from construction should be 
proposed 

California 
Department of Fish 
& Game 

The USFWS Biological Opinion established compensatory 
habitat mitigation for short and long term temporary 
impacts to habitat for the salt marsh harvest mouse and 
California clapper rail.  These compensatory habitat 
mitigation measures have been added as mitigation 
measures to Section 5.9 of the Final EIS. 
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13.5 

Appendix I stated 2.38 
acres of aquatic habitat 
would be permanently 
impacted. This appears to 
be a discrepancy when 
compared to Section 4.5 of 
the Draft EIR. Address the 
discrepancy in impacts to 
aquatic resources 

California 
Department of Fish 
& Game 

Impacts to wetlands have been clarified and the 
discrepancy resolved in Section 5.10 of the Final EIS. 

13.6 

Compensatory mitigation 
should be included for 
losses to waterways 
(drainage/channels) 

California 
Department of Fish 
& Game 

Section 5.10 in the Final EIS includes compensatory 
mitigation ratios for both linear and acreage impacts 
related to implementation of Alternative B or Alternative D.  
The final mitigation requirements for wetlands and waters 
in CWA jurisdiction will be established during the CWA 
Section 404 permit process. 

13.7 
Include figures/charts to 
disclose existing and 
proposed drainage features 

California 
Department of Fish 
& Game, Marin 
Audubon Society 

Section 5.10 in the Final EIS was updated to address the 
location of water resources that will be impacted and 
created as part of the project. 

13.8 
Which agencies 
jurisdictional area is to be 
replaced at 2:1 

California 
Department of Fish 
& Game 

The term jurisdictional at this location refers to the US 
Army Corps of Engineers, who has jurisdiction over waters 
of the United States. 

13.9 
Construction of .77 acres of 
ditch/canal not be 
considered "in kind" 

California 
Department of Fish 
& Game 

Comment noted.  The final mitigation requirements for 
wetlands and waters in CWA jurisdiction will be established 
during the CWA Section 404 permit process.  However, as 
the ditch/canal habitat is the same type of habitat that is 
being disturbed, it can be considered an in-kind 
replacement of habitat. 
 

13.10 Relocation of the ditch may 
require a LSAA 

California 
Department of Fish 
& Game 

Comment noted.  If a LSAA agreement is required, Marin 
County will work with CDFG to coordinate this process. 
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13.11 
Mitigation should be in 
Marin County/close to site 
of loss 

Marin Audubon 
Society, Marin 
Conservation 
League 

Comment noted.  As habitat compensation for both the 
California clapper rail and salt marsh harvest mouse 
requires off-site habitat compensation, and these species 
prefer tidal salt marsh, it is likely that Marin County will 
choose to coordinate the wetland mitigation requirements 
identified in the CWA Section 404 permit with the habitat 
compensation requirements of the USFWS Biological 
Opinion.  The USFWS Biological Opinion identifies that the 
USFWS would likely increase the habitat compensation 
ratios for Alternative B or Alternative D if the proposed off-
site restoration area was outside of the San Pablo Bay 
Recovery Unit identified in the Draft Recovery Plan for 
Tidal Marsh Ecosystems of Northern and Central California.  
As the San Pablo Bay recovery Unit extends from Gallinas 
Creek in Marin County (at the southwestern end of the 
recovery unit) around San Pablo Bay north and east to 
Mare Island in Solano County, Marin County would likely 
attempt to locate the compensatory habitat mitigation site 
within or near Marin County to minimize mitigation 
requirements. 

13.12 
Mitigation should be 
provided for wetlands that 
are temporarily lost.   

Marin Audubon 
Society 

Wetland mitigation for temporary and permanent wetland 
impacts is discussed in Section 5.10.6 of the Final EIS.   

13.13 Disagree with priority for 
mitigation 

Marin Audubon 
Society 

The order of mitigation preference is established by the 
USACOE regulations at 33 CFR 332.3 and provided as 
information in the document.  The final mitigation 
requirements for wetlands and waters in CWA jurisdiction 
will be established during the CWA Section 404 permit 
process. 

13.14 Agree with mitigation at 
private site 

Marin Audubon 
Society 

Comment noted.  The final mitigation requirements for 
wetlands and waters in CWA jurisdiction will be established 
during the CWA Section 404 permit process. 
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13.15 
What is the amount of 
wetlands on south to be 
filled & why is it to be filled 

Marin Audubon 
Society 

0.33 acres of wetlands would be filled on the south end of 
the runway under the Sponsor's Proposed Project. 
The purpose of this is to allow for the creation of an FAA 
standard Runway Safety Area.  The dimensions for the 
Runway Safety Areas were discussed in Section 2.2 of the 
Final EIS. 

13.16 

The habitat north of the 
runway does not typically 
support song sparrows or 
marsh wren.   

Marin Audubon 
Society 

The FAA agrees with the comment, however the biologists 
did observe these species (song sparrow and marsh wren) 
onsite and that is why they were discussed.  
Their presence was likely due to the remnant tidal marsh 
conditions and may not be representative of the typical 
resident species in the site's current conditions.  
This section has been updated to more accurately reflect 
typical habitat but keeps the species listed in the species 
list as species observed on-site. 

13.17 Object to mitigation using 
banks and in-lieu fee 

Marin Audubon 
Society 

The commenter disagrees with the priority of mitigation 
identified in the Final EIS.  This order of mitigation 
preference is established by the USACOE regulations at 33 
CFR 332.3 and provided as information in the document.  
The final mitigation requirements for wetlands and waters 
in CWA jurisdiction will be established during the CWA 
Section 404 permit process. 

13.18 General concern regarding 
loss of wetlands Barbara Rozen 

Comment noted.  The Final EIS section 5.10 evaluates the 
effect of the Sponsor’s Proposed Project and alternatives 
on wetlands and describes wetland mitigation measures. 
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13.19 

FAA Advisory Circular 
150/5200-33B – requires 
that expansion of an 
existing airport into or near 
wetlands requires 
preparation of a Wildlife 
Hazard Management Plan 

Sharon Nebb, 
Steven Nebb, 
Christopher 
Gilkerson, Susan 
Mathews 

FAA Advisory Circular (AC) 150/5200-33B, Hazardous 
Wildlife Attractants on or Near Airports, does not require 
an airport to have a Wildlife Hazard Management Plan. 
FAA recommends that airports use the standards and 
practices contained in the FAA AC to address wildlife 
hazard conflicts.  However, if an airport has experienced 
certain triggering events, the FAA may require a Wildlife 
Hazard Assessment.  The Wildlife Hazard Assessment may 
or may not recommend the development of a Wildlife 
Hazard Management Plan.  The FAA AC states that airports 
receiving Federal grant-in-aid assistance are required by 
their grant assurances to take appropriate actions to 
restrict the use of land next to or near the airport to uses 
that are compatible with normal operations.  Appendix O, 
Land Use Assurance Letter of the Final EIS includes a letter 
from the Marin County Community Development Agency 
stating that "the County of Marin provides assurance that 
appropriate action and enforcement of zoning laws has 
been or will be taken, to the extent reasonable, to restrict 
the use of land adjacent to or in the vicinity of Gnoss Field 
Airport to activities and purposes compatible with normal 
airport operations." 

13.20 

More thorough discussion 
needed of the wetlands to 
be filled, how they 
interrelate with each other 
and other wetlands 

Susan Stompe 
Appendix I, Biological Resources and Appendix J, 
Wetlands, include detailed information regarding the 
wetlands on the site.  

14 Floodplains     

14.1 Building elevation 
requirements 

Federal Emergency 
Management 
Agency 

There are no buildings being proposed, therefore the 
finished-floor elevation requirements do not apply to the 
Sponsor’s Proposed Project. 
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14.2 

If the area of construction 
is located within a 
Regulatory Floodway as 
delineated on the FIRM, any 
development must not 
increase base flood 
elevation levels. 

Federal Emergency 
Management 
Agency 

The area of construction being proposed is not located 
within a Regulatory Floodway; therefore base flood 
elevation level requirements do not apply to the Sponsor’s 
Proposed Project.  

14.3 Address Sea level rise and 
climate change 

USEPA, Marin 
Conservation 
League, Sharon 
Nebb, Steven Nebb, 
Christopher 
Gilkerson, Susan 
Mathews, Edward 
Mainland, Steve 
Knecht on behalf of 
Gnoss Field 
Community 
Association 

Although there are no Federal standards for aviation 
related greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, it is well 
established GHG emissions can affect climate.  The Council 
on Environmental Quality (CEQ) has indicated that climate 
should be considered on NEPA analysis.  As noted by CEQ 
however, "it is not currently useful for the NEPA analysis to 
link specific climatological changes, or the environmental 
impacts thereof, to the particular project or emissions, as 
such direct linkage is difficult to isolate and understand."  
Estimates of GHG emissions associated with the project 
alternatives were included in Appendix F, Air Quality of the 
Final EIS and have been added to Section 5.5 of the Final 
EIS.  The Final EIS discusses sea level rise in Section 5.11, 
Floodplains and climate change in Section 5.5.5.4 
Assessment of Climate Change.   
 

14.4 
Disclose impacts to increase 
pump operation and 
propose mitigation 

California 
Department of Fish 
& Game 

The environmental analysis did not identify any significant 
impacts associated with increase in stormwater runoff from 
the Sponsor’s Proposed Project.  The project design 
includes an extension of existing drainage ditches to 
accommodate the increase in stormwater runoff.  These 
ditches will discharge stormwater through the existing 
outflow culvert.  As a result the peak volume of 
stormwater discharge will remain unchanged but there 
would be a marginal increase in duration of stormwater 
discharge.  This is not a significant impact. 
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14.5 

Pumping costs incurred 
from relocation of ditch 
should be agreed to with 
DFG 

California 
Department of Fish 
& Game 

Comment noted.   

14.6 More discussion of levee 
roads, routes & mitigation 

California 
Department of Fish 
& Game 

CDFG has a floating access easement over the airport 
property and currently uses the existing levee around the 
airport to access their property.  Marin County anticipates 
that the CDFG will continue to access its property via the 
new levee extension. 

14.7 Meeting to discuss levee 
and pump costs with DFG 

California 
Department of Fish 
& Game 

Comment noted.   

14.8 
Consider water table rise, 
soil survey, construction 
considerations 

Marin Conservation 
League 

 
A Preliminary Soils Report was prepared for the proposed 
runway extension project and the height of the water table 
is discussed in Appendix M, Geology, Soils, and Seismicity 
Resources in Volume 3. 
 

14.9 Building foundation 
requirements 

Federal Emergency 
Management 
Agency 

 
There are no buildings being proposed, therefore the 
requirements associated with coastal high hazard areas do 
not apply to the Sponsor’s Proposed Project. 
 

14.10 

Marin County must submit 
appropriate hydrologic and 
hydraulic data to FEMA for 
a MIRM revision no later 
than 6 months after such 
data becomes available. 

Federal Emergency 
Management 
Agency 

Marin County will comply with this requirement after 
construction of the Sponsor’s Proposed Project. 

14.11 Local building restrictions 
may apply 

Federal Emergency 
Management 
Agency 

 
The Sponsor’s Proposed Project is consistent with Marin 
County flood zone development regulations as described in 
Section 5.11 Floodplains in the Final EIS.   
 

15 Energy/Public Services No Comments No Energy/Public Services Comments Received 
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16 Light     

16.1 Discuss small change in 
lighting to communities Wright Bass 

 

Section 5.16 in Chapter Five, Environmental 
Consequences, of the Final EIS discusses the potential 
light impacts associated with the alternatives, including the 
Sponsor's Proposed Project.  The Final EIS discusses the 
potential changes in lighting that would occur and 
concluded that there would be no significant change in 
light impacts to the communities. 
 

16.2 Beacon lights are impacts, 
offer mitigation 

Dr. Richard Levy, 
Rosario Carr-
Casanova 

There is currently a beacon light at DVO.  NEPA requires 
the evaluation of new impacts associated with the 
Sponsor’s Proposed Project and alternatives.  The existing 
beacon light will remain at its current location in all 
alternatives including the No Action alternative, and 
therefore there will be no change in lighting from the 
beacon light associated with the Sponsor’s Proposed 
Project.  Therefore, there is no new impact associated with 
beacon lights and no mitigation is required under NEPA. 

17 Redwood Landfill     

17.1 
Redwood Landfill 
Incorporated is a 420 acre 
site 

Marin County The document has been updated accordingly. 

17.2 Solid waste collected by 
Novato Disposal Marin County The document has been updated accordingly. 

17.3 Permitted maximum height 
and max capacity of RLI Marin County The document has been updated accordingly. 

17.4 RLI is located 3000 feet 
northwest Marin County The document has been updated accordingly. 

17.5 
Project was approved when 
RLI's permit was revised in 
12/08 

Redwood Landfill, 
Marin County The document has been updated accordingly. 

17.6 
Marin County has no 
authority over solid waste 
facility permit conditions. 

County of Marin – 
Community 
Development 
Agency (MARIN) 

The document has been updated accordingly. 
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17.7 RLI's working face 
assumption is incorrect 

Redwood Landfill, 
Marin County The document has been updated accordingly. 

17.8 
RLI was issued a revised 
permit not a new solid 
waste permit 

County of Marin – 
Community 
Development 
Agency (MARIN) 

The document has been updated accordingly. 

17.9 Cannons no longer used at 
RLI 

County of Marin – 
Community 
Development 
Agency (MARIN) 

It is understood that RLI no longer chooses to use the 
propane gas cannon to scare birds away from the RLI. 
However, the propane gas cannon is discussed as 
mitigation measure 3.6.2a included with the 2008 permit 
as one of the methods that may be used to discourage 
birds at RLI.  The mitigation measure 3.6.2a in the permit 
states, "RLI also may use a gas-fired cannon, which emits 
a loud blast, in conjunction with the pyrotechnic devices.  
Redwood Landfill periodically re-evaluates and revises bird 
control techniques as necessary."  The Final EIS has been 
updated to reflect that the propane gas cannon is available 
to be used versus actively being used. 

17.10 

Update the discussion 
regarding 2008 SWF permit 
to indicate that a lateral 
increase in the landfill 
working face, increase in 
composting activity, and 
increase in nighttime 
activity, although 
considered in the RLI 
Landfill EIR, were not 
approved in the 2008 SWF 
permit. 

Redwood Landfill The document has been updated accordingly. 

18 Construction     

18.1 
Include increased trucks 
hauling soil during 
construction 

Marin Audubon 
Society 

 
The temporary increase in trucks for construction is 
addressed in Final EIS Section 5.18 Construction Impacts.  
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19 Safety     

19.1 No discussion of pilot safety 
or health in EIS USEPA 

Comment 19.1 requests a discussion of Bird/Aircraft Strike 
Hazards and Pilot Safety as related to Bird Aircraft Strike 
Hazards.  This issue is addressed in the response to 
Comment 5.1.   

19.2 

Discuss past airplane 
mishaps and project 
increase of them due to 
project 

City of Novato, 
Marin Audubon 
Society 

As described in the FAA May 14, 2013 Fact Sheet – 
General Aviation Safety3 and repeated here, the United 
States has the largest and most diverse General Aviation 
(GA) community in the world with more than 300,000 
aircraft including amateur-built aircraft, rotorcraft, 
balloons, and highly sophisticated turbojets.  While the 
number of fatal general aviation accidents (nationally) over 
the last decade has gone down, so have the estimated 
total GA flight hours, likely due to economic factors.  Over 
the past three years, fatal accidents (nationally) from 
Controlled Flight into Terrain (CFIT) have been reduced by 
more than 50 percent compared to the previous three 
years.  However, the general aviation fatal accident rate 
appears to have remained relatively static based on the 
FAA’s flight hour estimates.  The preliminary estimate for 
Federal Fiscal Year 2012 (October 2011 to September 
2012) is a fatal accident rate of 1.09 fatalities per 100,000 
hours flown.  The accident rate for Federal Fiscal Year 
2011 (October 2010 to September 2011) was 1.13 fatal 
accidents per 100,000 hours flown and was 1.10 fatal 
accidents per 100,000 hours flown in Federal Fiscal Year 
2010 (October 2009 to September 2010).  The Top 10 
Leading Causes of Fatal General Aviation Accidents from 
Year 2001 – 2011 are 1.) Loss of Control Inflight; 
2.) Controlled Flight Into Terrain; 3) System Component 
Failure – Powerplant; 4) Low Altitude Operations; 
5) Unknown or Undetermined; 6) Other; 7) Fuel Related; 
8) System Component Failure – Non-Powerplant; 9) Midair 

                                                            
3  FAA Fact Sheet – General Aviation Safety dated May 14, 2013.  www.faa.gov/news/fact_sheets/news_story.cfm?newId=13672 
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Collisions; and 10) Windshear or Thunderstorm.   
 
Reducing GA fatalities is a top priority of the FAA and the 
FAA’s goal is to reduce the GA fatal accident rate by 
10 percent over the 10-year period (2008-2019).  Loss of 
Control (of an aircraft in flight) – mainly stalls – accounts 
for approximately 40 percent of fatal GA accidents.    
 
Review of recent incidents at DVO finds that most are 
aircraft that have had mechanical failure.  Other incidents 
have included blown tires and runway lights being hit from 
airplanes being pushed to the sides of the runway caused 
by unpredictable crosswinds.  It is impossible to predict 
aircraft mishaps, particularly when many are caused by 
mechanical failure.  However, as pilots would have more 
runway to utilize in case of poor weather or unfavorable 
wind conditions (potentially reducing the number of blown 
tires), as well as to correct for crosswinds that sometimes 
occur at DVO (potentially reducing the number of lights 
being hit) safety would be enhanced by extending the 
existing runway, and increasing the size of existing 
Runway Safety Areas to meet ARC B-I standards. 
 



GNOSS FIELD AIRPORT 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT  FINAL 

Landrum & Brown   Appendix Q – Response to Comments 
June 2014   Page Q-63 

COMMENT # COMMENT/SUBJECT COMMENTER RESPONSE 

19.3 

No discussion of safety 
regarding proximity to 
Highway 101 and SMART 
tracks 

Marin Conservation 
League 

The FAA has recommendations for separation distances 
between runway, taxiways, and off-airport features. These 
are found in FAA Advisory Circular 150/5300-13A Airport 
Design. The Sponsor’s Proposed Project meets all 
separation distance requirements with respect to the 
proximity to roads and railroad tracks to the runway. 
The FAA also has specific guidance regarding the height of 
objects/obstructions near an airport.  These are found in 
14 CFR Part 77.  The Sponsor’s Proposed Project meets all 
FAA standards related to the height of the roads and 
railroad tracks near the Airport.   
 
The commenter asked if aircraft could be required to take 
off as far south as possible when taking off to the north 
(i.e. starting at the Runway 31 end to take off to the 
north).  It is standard procedure for airplanes to only 
initiate takeoffs from an end of a runway, with only one 
airplane using the runway at a time.  An airplane using 
Runway 31 taking off to the north would wait for its turn 
on a taxiway, then would start its takeoff roll at the same 
location on Runway 31 under Alternative A – No Action, or 
Alternative B – the Sponsor’s Proposed Project.  Under 
Alternative D, an aircraft taking off on Runway 31 to the 
north would start its takeoff roll 240 feet south of the 
current end of Runway 31.   
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19.4 

The runway extension will 
add safety (turns before 
radio towers, additional 
runway length during power 
failure, crosswinds, bird 
strikes) 

Gnoss Field 
Community 
Association, Wright 
Bass, Charles Roell, 
Sanford Gossman, 
Jim Duckworth, 
Joyce Wells, Steve 
Knecht on behalf of 
Gnoss Field 
Community 
Association, Rich 
Elb, Kirk Heiser 

Comment noted.   
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19.5 

Increase in jets should be 
unacceptable to FAA 
because it is an 
uncontrolled airport (no 
control tower) with mix of 
jets and props 

Robert Pack 

Non-towered airports are common in our nation's aviation 
system and turbojet (jet) airplanes and propeller driven 
(turbo-prop and piston) aircraft have operated 
concurrently at DVO for many years.  Existing flight 
procedures and pilot communication protocols are 
designed to ensure safety at non-towered airports with a 
mix of turbojet and propeller aircraft and will continue to 
be used regardless of whether or not the runway is 
extended at DVO.  As discussed in Master Response Topic 
1, Aviation Forecast, increasing the runway length at DVO 
is not expected to change the fleet mix of aircraft that 
operate at DVO.  The commenter provides no basis for his 
statement that the FAA should consider a mix of turbojet 
and propeller-driven aircraft to be unacceptable.  
In addition, the FAA regulations at 14 CFR § 170 
Establishment and Discontinuance Criteria for Air Traffic 
Control Services and Navigational Facilities and FAA Office 
of Aviation Policy and Plans report FAA-APO-90-7 
Establishment and Discontinuance Criteria for Airport 
Traffic Control Towers identify the process by which the 
FAA determines whether an airport qualifies for an Airport 
Traffic Control Tower.  The FAA regulations do not use the 
presence or absence of concurrent use of an airport by 
turbojet and propeller-driven aircraft as the basis for 
determining whether an airport qualifies for establishment 
of an Airport Traffic Control Tower. 
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19.6 

Slow GA and training 
aircraft are not compatible 
with jets in an airport 
environment.  The safety of 
99% of the aircraft is 
compromised for a marginal 
benefit to the 1%. 

Robert Pack 

 
 
 
 
Airports across the country routinely accommodate both 
pilot training activity and jet activity.  DVO accommodates 
both pilot training and jet activity today and would 
continue to in the future.  There would be no reduction in 
safety related to training pilots with the extension because 
the same procedures used today for maintaining safe 
separations would continue to be used in the future.  In 
fact, with the Sponsor’s Proposed Project, pilots would 
have more runway to utilize in case of poor weather or 
unfavorable wind conditions that sometimes occur at DVO. 
 
 
 
 

19.7 There will be a decrease in 
level of safety Patricia Capretta 

 
 
 
 
 
There would not be a reduction in safety related to the 
proposed extension.  In fact, there would be an 
enhancement in safety as pilots would have more runway 
to utilize in case of poor weather or unfavorable wind 
conditions that sometimes occur at DVO. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



GNOSS FIELD AIRPORT 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT  FINAL 

Landrum & Brown   Appendix Q – Response to Comments 
June 2014   Page Q-67 

COMMENT # COMMENT/SUBJECT COMMENTER RESPONSE 

20 Runway 
Performance/Wind     

20.1 

Add detail on aircraft that 
will benefit from the 
extension and who is 
limited currently 

Dr. Richard Levy, 
Rosario Carr-
Casanova, Jeanette 
Weber, Duncan & 
Betsy Ross, Sharon 
Nebb, Steven Nebb, 
Christopher 
Gilkerson, Susan 
Mathews, 
Jacqueline Bonner 

Please see Master Response, Topic 2 regarding the 
requirements the FAA must follow regarding the purpose 
and need for airport improvements.  Chapter Two, Purpose 
and Need of the Final EIS has been clarified to more 
clearly state Marin County’s (Sponsor’s) and the FAA’s 
purpose and need for the project.  The Sponsor’s purpose 
and need for the project is to allow existing aircraft, as 
represented by the critical aircraft at DVO, the Cessna 
525, to operate at Maximum Gross Take Off Weight under 
hot weather and other adverse weather conditions.   
 
The FAA's statutory mission and purpose and need is to 
ensure the safe and efficient use of navigable airspace in 
the U.S.  The FAA must ensure that the proposed project 
does not derogate the safety of aircraft and airport 
operations at DVO.   
 
The Sponsor’s and FAA’s purpose and need is consistent 
with FAA Order 5090.3C, Field Formulation of the National 
Plan of Integrated Airport Systems (NPIAS), which 
identifies that airport dimensional standards such as 
runway length and width, separation standards (distances) 
between runways and taxiways, surface gradients, and 
similar dimensions should be selected to be appropriate for 
the “critical aircraft” that will make “substantial use” of the 
airport in the planning period for improvements.   
 
The Appendix D, Runway Length Analysis in the Final EIS 
and Final EIR, has been clarified regarding the required 
runway length for the critical aircraft.  The runway length 
analysis concluded a total runway length of 4,400 feet is 
required for the critical aircraft, the Cessna 525.  Project 
alternatives that do not provide for a total runway length 
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of 4,400 feet do not meet the purpose and need for this 
project and are not reasonable and prudent.  Alternatives 
that are not reasonable and prudent do not need to be 
evaluated in detail in the Final EIR.  
 
A determination of whether or not other aircraft may 
benefit from the proposed runway extension is not 
required as part of the determination of the purpose and 
need for this project, nor the environmental analysis of 
this project.  Appendix D, Runway Length Analysis has 
been clarified to be specific to the critical aircraft, the 
Cessna 525, and references to other aircraft that may 
benefit from the runway extension have been removed 
from Appendix D, Runway Length Analysis as not relevant 
to the determination of the appropriate runway length for 
DVO.   

20.2 

The Draft EIS states that 
the proposed extension 
"would not attract aircraft 
that are notably larger 
(i.e. commuter aircraft) due 
to the limitations of the 
strength of the runway 
pavement width of the 
runway, and the distance 
between the runway and 
the taxiway."  What is the 
current strength of the 
runway pavement?  
Why couldn't the runway 
simply be resurfaced? 

Marin Audubon 
Society 

The existing pavement strength for the runway at DVO is 
26,000 pounds.  This will not be changed as part of the 
Sponsor’s Proposed Project.  Simple resurfacing would not 
substantially alter the pavement strength of the 
runway.  In order to increase the pavement strength, 
additional work would have to occur to strengthen the sub 
layers beneath the top surface, and such changes are not 
proposed as part of this project. 
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20.3 Include a list of aircraft that 
can use 4,400 foot runway Susan Stompe 

The purpose of the Sponsor's Proposed Project is to allow 
existing aircraft at DVO, as represented by the critical 
aircraft, the Cessna 525, to operate at Maximum Gross 
Take Off Weight under hot weather and other adverse 
weather conditions.  The runway length determination is 
based on an evaluation of the needs of the critical aircraft, 
not a listing of other aircraft that may potentially benefit 
from the project.  Such a listing is not necessary to 
evaluate the environmental impacts of the project.   
 

20.4 Extension allows full load of 
fuel and passengers 

Charles Roell, Jim 
Duckworth Comment noted. 

20.5 

Wet runway safety needs to 
be presented with 
supporting accelerate-stop 
data for jets, turbo-props, 
piston twins and even high-
performance single engine 
airplanes likely to use 
Gnoss. 

Wright Bass 

The Sponsor’s Proposed Project would meet all runway 
safety area dimensions set forth in FAA Advisory Circular 
150/5300-13A.  Runway safety areas are designed to 
provide safe stopping distance for an aircraft that 
overshoots the standard runway landing threshold or for 
an aircraft that requires additional accelerate-stop distance 
beyond the end of the runway.  The size (width/length) of 
the RSA is based on the Airport Reference Code of the 
airport, which is based in large part on the requirements 
for the 'critical aircraft' (most demanding aircraft with at 
least 500 annual operations).  Ultimately, it is the pilot 
that determines if the runway conditions (wet versus dry) 
and weather (visibility, temperature, winds, etc.) are 
suitable for their particular aircraft to operate at any given 
time. 

20.6 

Post-project, would current 
users be able to operate no 
matter how high the 
temperature?  What other 
weather conditions besides 
hot weather would impact 
operations? 

Marin Audubon 
Society 

See Master Response, Topic 2 and Appendix D, Runway 
Length Analysis for an explanation of what factors were 
used in the determination of the runway length for the 
critical aircraft including a discussion of temperature and 
wet versus dry runways as it relates to the runway length 
analysis for DVO.   
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20.7 

DVO used primarily by 
students to train in 
crosswinds therefore the 
runway should not be 
extended 

Robert Pack 

The purpose of the Sponsor's Proposed Project is to allow 
existing aircraft at DVO, as represented by the critical 
aircraft, the Cessna 525, to operate at Maximum Gross 
Take Off Weight under hot weather and other adverse 
weather conditions.  The runway length determination is 
based on an evaluation of the needs of the critical aircraft, 
not an evaluation of a group of users that visit the airport 
for a particular activity. 
 

20.8 

Cessna Jet+ is critical 
aircraft and needs only 
3,800 foot runway (using 
82 degrees rather than 86) 

Leslie & Chris 
Weber, Sharon 
Nebb, Steven Nebb, 
Christopher 
Gilkerson, Susan 
Mathews 

This comment is addressed in Master Response, Topic 2 – 
Runway Length Analysis Response and Appendix D – 
Runway Length Analysis.  Appendix D, Table D-1, Table 
Note iv explains the use of the Airport Planning Manual 
(APM) for the critical aircraft, and that a Cessna Aircraft 
Company Senior Customer Support Engineer advised the 
EIS consultant that since the Cessna 525 APM only listed a 
runway length for an average daily temperature of 86 
degrees Fahrenheit, that the appropriate way to calculate 
the required length was to use the 86 degree Fahrenheit 
temperature figure in the APM.   

20.9 

FAA runway length 
guidelines not 
used/mentioned 
properly(FAA AC 150/5325-
4B) 

Sharon Nebb, 
Steven Nebb, 
Christopher 
Gilkerson, Susan 
Mathews 

References to Advisory Circular 150/5325-4B have been 
added to Appendix D, Runway Length Analysis.  
See Master Response, Topic 2 and Appendix D, Runway 
Length Analysis for a detailed discussion of the runway 
length analysis methodology and guidelines. 

20.10 
Error using B-II aircraft in 
runway length 
analysis/Cessna 525A &B 

Sharon Nebb, 
Steven Nebb, 
Christopher 
Gilkerson, Susan 
Mathews 

The tables and charts included in Appendix D, Runway 
Length Analysis, presented the current fleet operating at 
DVO for information purposes.  There are B-II aircraft that 
operate at DVO, but they are not the critical aircraft as 
defined by the FAA.  The critical aircraft, the Cessna 525, 
is a B-I aircraft and was used for the runway length 
analysis.  The Cessna 525A and Cessna 525B were not the 
critical aircraft.  Appendix D, Runway Length Analysis has 
been updated to reflect the Cessna 525A and Cessna 525B 
as B-II aircraft. 
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20.11 
Need more data to support 
that the CJ+  is the critical 
aircraft 

Sharon Nebb, 
Steven Nebb, 
Christopher 
Gilkerson, Susan 
Mathews 

Attachment 1 has been added to Appendix D, Runway 
Length Analysis to provide a detailed explanation of how 
the Cessna 525 was determined to be the critical aircraft 
for DVO.   

20.12 
No background/support 
given for the additional 400 
ft. of runway 

Sharon Nebb, 
Steven Nebb, 
Christopher 
Gilkerson, Susan 
Mathews 

See Master Response, Topic 2 and Appendix D, Runway 
Length Analysis. 

20.12a 

Abnormal day which is used 
to argue for adding 400 
more feet, is not defined 
(and likely negatively 
correlated with hot days) 

Steven Nebb See Master Response, Topic 2 and Appendix D, Runway 
Length Analysis. 

20.13 

For those aircraft based on 
Gnoss, (we believe there 
are only 4 or 5), having the 
longer runway would not 
mean more flights.  It 
would mean more efficient 
and safer flights. 

Gnoss Field 
Community 
Association 

Comment noted. 

21 Transportation     

21.1 

A Transportation 
Management Plan may be 
required to address 
construction traffic during 
construction of the project 

California 
Department of 
Transportation 

Comment noted.  If it is determined that a Transportation 
Management Plan is required, Marin County will coordinate 
with California Department of Transportation. 

21.2 Coordinate with the DOT  
California 
Department of 
Transportation 

Comment noted.   
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21.3 Transportation Permit 
required 

California 
Department of 
Transportation 

 
 
 
Comment noted.  Once the final construction plan has 
been developed, Marin County will apply for the necessary 
permits. 
 
 
 

22 Cumulative      

22.1 

Fireman's Fund withdrawing 
applications therefore 
update population numbers 
and description 

City of Novato 

 
Population projections are estimates of changes in 
population over time.  These projections assume growth 
based on new development will occur to support the 
growth.  Projections are not based on one specific 
development proposal.  While it is noted that the Fireman's 
fund application was withdrawn, it is assumed that other 
developments will occur.  The project for the Fireman’s 
Fund project has been removed from the Cumulative 
Impacts analysis in the Final EIS. 

22.2 
How does the extension 
relate to the planned Marin 
Jet Center 

Gnoss Field 
Community 
Association, Dr. 
Richard Levy,  
Rosario Carr-
Casanova, Jeanette 
Weber, Duncan & 
Betsy Ross, Steve 
Knecht on behalf of 
Gnoss Field 
Community 
Association 

Marin County is not proposing nor does the County have 
any plans for a Jet Center at Gnoss Field.  The Sponsor’s 
Proposed Project relates directly to the Purpose and Need 
for providing current users, as reflected by the critical 
aircraft sufficient runway length.  In the past, private 
development interests have discussed the idea of a Jet 
Center near the Airport property.  However, no application 
has been filed with Marin County to date, and land use 
policies in the Marin Countywide Plan do not promote new 
development around Gnoss Field. 
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22.3 

Explain what the effects the 
extension will have in 
expansion of the airport in 
the future 

Jacqueline Bonner 

Sections 5.3 and 5.4 of the Final EIS address anticipated 
socioeconomic and induced changes at DVO as a result of 
the Sponsor’s Proposed Project.  Chapter Six, Cumulative 
Impacts addresses cumulative impacts of the Sponsor’s 
Proposed Project.  The Marin Countywide Plan includes 
policies related to limiting aviation uses at DVO (Policy TR-
1p) to those consistent with general aviation, emergency, 
and similar public uses.   

23 General     

23.1 Update lead agency contact 
info 

California 
Department of Fish 
& Game 

The document has been updated accordingly. 

23.2 

Maps need to be updated 
that show Bahia drive 
running through Valley 
Memorial Park 

City of Novato The document has been updated accordingly. 
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23.3 Discuss how final project 
will be chosen 

Marin Audubon 
Society 

There is both a Federal (NEPA) and state (CEQA) 
environmental review/approval process occurring for the 
Sponsor’s Proposed Project.  Federal (NEPA): FAA will 
review the information included in the Final EIS and will 
issue a Record of Decision stating the FAA preferred 
alternative,  NEPA findings and their Decision on the 
proposed Federal Action.  FAA follows guidance in FAA 
Orders 5050.4B and 1050.1E in selecting the preferred 
alternative.  State (CEQA): CEQA requires that Marin 
County certify the Final EIR before making a decision on 
the Sponsor’s Proposed Project.  The Marin Board of 
Supervisors will hold a noticed public hearing before 
making a decision on the Sponsor’s Proposed Project. 
The EIR certification meeting and the public hearing on the 
Sponsor’s Proposed Project can be placed on the same 
agenda, but a decision on EIR certification must be made 
before the hearing on the proposed runway extension 
project.  Marin County will then issue a Notice of 
Determination, which will include the decision of 
approval/disapproval in accordance with CEQA.  If both of 
these approvals are obtained, then Marin County, as the 
airport sponsor, would determine if they wanted to move 
forward with design and construction.    
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23.4 Review comments from 
scoping and address them 

Redwood Landfill, 
Leslie & Chris 
Weber, Sharon 
Nebb, Steven Nebb, 
Christopher 
Gilkerson, Susan 
Mathews 

Comments from the agency and public scoping were 
reviewed and taken into consideration during the 
development of the EIS.  Specific agency and public 
comments are included in Appendix A, Agency Scoping and 
Coordination and Appendix B, Public Involvement.  
A summary of the comments received during the agency 
scoping period, responses to those comments, and, where 
applicable, the section of the Final EIS in which the 
comment is addressed, are included in Table A-1 in 
Appendix A, Agency Scoping and Coordination.  
A summary of the comments received during the public 
scoping period, responses to those comments, and where 
applicable the section of the Final EIS in which the 
comment is addressed, are included in Table B-1 in 
Appendix B, Public Scoping. 

23.5 

 

Is there a limit on the 
number of operations an 
airport can support without 
a control tower 
 

Black Point 
Improvement Club 

There is no FAA limit on the number of operations that an 
airport can support without a control tower.  Also see 
Response to Comment 19.5. 
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23.6 Can the airport be limited in 
who uses it 

Black Point 
Improvement Club 

Airports that accept Federal Airport Improvement Program 
grant funding agree to abide by certain conditions 
associated with that funding called Grant Assurances.  
Grant Assurance 22, Economic Nondiscrimination requires 
sponsors to make the airport available on reasonable 
terms and without unjust discrimination.  Moreover, the 
Airport Noise and Capacity Act of 1990 requires airport 
sponsors seeking to establish aircraft noise and aircraft 
access restrictions to a specific airport to follow the FAA 
regulations at 14 CFR Part 161 (Part 161) Notice and 
Approval of Noise and Access Restrictions.  Part 161 
provides airports with a methodology to place limits on 
aircraft types and/or other restrictions, primarily for the 
purpose of reducing noise impacts.  The methodology for 
an airport conducting a Part 161 evaluation of potential 
noise or access restrictions is to complete a cost-benefit 
analysis, where the benefit is the amount of money not 
spent to mitigate significantly noise-impacted land uses is 
weighed against the cost, which is the potential reduction 
in revenue and interstate commerce that would occur as 
the result of a restriction being placed at an airport.  As no 
significant noise impacts have been identified under the 
Sponsor's Proposed Project, Alternative D, or the No Action 
Alternative, there is not currently a basis for restricting 
aircraft access to DVO to reduce noise.  (See Chapter Five, 
Environmental Consequences, Section 5.1, Noise). 

23.7 
Misspelling of name Silveira 
(not Sivera) 
 

Anthony & Lorraine 
Silveira The document has been updated accordingly. 

23.8 

RLI's operations under the 
2008 permit are part of the 
baseline that must be used 
to compare impacts 

Redwood Landfill 

It is acknowledged that the RLI operations under the 2008 
permit are part of the baseline.  There is no additional 
mitigation (wildlife attractant measures) required beyond 
what is required in RLI's operating permit. 
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23.9 
Need to add a conclusion 
regarding noise, larger 
aircraft  

Bob Spofford 

A discussion of the noise analysis that was conducted for 
the Final EIS is included in Section 5.1 of Chapter Five, 
Environmental Consequences.  The methodology used to 
conduct the analysis, including aircraft types that were 
used in the computer noise modeling, is included in 
Appendix E, Noise.  As discussed in the Final EIS no 
residential or other noise-sensitive land uses would be 
exposed to noise levels of 65 CNEL (Federal significance 
standard) by implementing Alternative A, Alternative B, or 
Alternative D.  Therefore, no significant noise impacts 
would result from implementation of Alternative A, 
Alternative B, or Alternative D.  See Master Response, 
Topic 3. 

24 Support of Project     

24  Expressed general support 
for the project 

 

Gnoss Field 
Community 
Association, Jim 
Duckworth, Rod 
Mehrten, Steve 
Knecht on behalf of 
Gnoss Field 
Community 
Association 

Comment noted. 

25 No Comment     

25 No comment California Air 
National Guard N/A 

26 Soils     

26.1 
Settlement and fill 
discussion and concern on 
how it will occur 

Marin Audubon 
Society 

Prior to construction, a detailed construction design will be 
completed to address the potential settlement issues that 
may arise as a result of the project. 
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26.2 

Concern of mitigation 
measures identified to 
address soil settlement 
including the effect of these 
measures on water quality, 
and endangered species.   

Marin Audubon 
Society 

Water quality impacts are addressed in Section 5.6 of the 
Final EIS, and endangered species impacts are addressed 
in Section 5.9 of the Final EIS.  Marin County will follow all 
local, state, and Federal requirements regarding the 
introduction of chemicals into the soil as part of the 
construction process.  Section 401 of the CWA (33 U.S.C. 
1341) requires any Federal license or permit applicant to 
obtain a water quality certification if any proposed project 
activity may result in a discharge of a pollutants into 
waters of the U.S.  This certification assures that the 
discharge would comply with the applicable effluent 
limitations and water quality standards.   
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